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IND136-1 Comment noted. 
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IND137 Stacey McLaughlin, Myrtle Creek, OR 
 
IND137-1 The effects of the Project on forests and other vegetation are 

discussed in section 4.5.1.2.  The watersheds crossed by the project 
include more than 2 million acres but the Project would impact a 
very small percent of any watershed, see table 4.14.3-1.  The 
percent of a watershed impacted is on only one of several measures 
that are considered in the analysis. 

IND137-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND137-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND137-4 The effects of the Project on forests and other vegetation 

communities are discussed in section 4.5.  The watersheds crossed 
by the Project include more than 2 million acres but a very small 
percent of any watershed would be impacted.  See table 4.14.3-1.  
The percent of a watershed impacted is only one of several 
measures that are considered in the analysis. 
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IND137-5 The Project's Biological Assessment (BA) contains an EFH 

assessment, which was developed in compliance with the federal 
regulations and will be reviewed by the FWS, NOAA, and COE. 

IND137-6 The cumulative effects assessment can be found in section 4.14 of 
the DEIS. 
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IND137-7 The BA and EFH are being developed and will be released to the 

FWS, NOAA, and COE for review.  There is no statute in the ESA 
that required the BA to be released in conjunction with a DEIS.  
The NOAA declined the FERC's offer to be a cooperating agency; 
however, they will be reviewing the DEIS, and may provide the 
cooperating agencies with comments on the DEIS. 

IND137-8 The Project is in the DEIS stage.  The DEIS does not state that the 
analysis is complete or that any conclusions are final.  Nor has the 
COE made any finding about the permit. 

IND137-9 This documents an appeal of a 2009 Douglas County land use 
decision filed in March 2014.  It is not a comment on the DEIS. 
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IND137-10 The attached letter of appeal is applicable to the Douglas County 

Land Use Development Ordinances, and the decisions made by 
Douglas County.  FERC does not have authority or jurisdiction 
over this County's local decisions.  Therefore, this comment letter 
does not directly apply to the FERC process or this EIS. 
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IND138 Jean Stalcup 
 
IND138-1 Vegetation clearing and construction within the watershed of a 

water supply well would not necessarily impact the well.  However, 
in its Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan,  Pacific 
Connector states that should it be determined after construction that 
there has been an effect to groundwater supply (either yield or 
quality), Pacific Connector would provide a temporary supply of 
water, and if determined necessary, would replace the affected 
supply with a permanent water supply.  Mitigation measures would 
be coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the 
landowner’s specific needs.  In addition, during easement 
negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on 
siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance 
between the pipeline and any springs or wells.   
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IND139 Ann Stine, Ashland, OR 
 
IND139-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND139-7 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND139-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND140 Kaseja Wilder, Eugene, OR 
 
IND140-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND140-7 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND140-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND141 Linda Fuller, Bayfield, WI 
 
IND141-1 Comment noted. 
IND141-2 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND141-3 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND142 Marguerite, Azalea, OR 
 
IND142-1 The BLM and Forest Service have not abandoned the LSR network. 

Compensatory mitigation plans have been designed by the BLM 
and Forest Service to ensure the objectives of the LSR network, 
including connectivity, could continue to be met if the PCGP 
project were approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and 
appendices H and F of the DEIS). 

IND142-2 The DEIS discloses the number of waterbodies that would be 
crossed or impacts (see sections 4.4 and 4.6), as well as how much 
forested habitats would be impacted (see section 4.5).  The 
cumulative effects of this project are addressed in section 4.14 of 
the DEIS. 

IND142-3 In section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS, the Tsunami Hazard subsection 
describes the tsunami barrier.  This design would be also review by 
DOGAM.  It would be designed to withstand a peak crest tsunami 
elevation of 60 feet.  An analysis of the Project's design in relation 
to potential accidents, including earthquakes and tsunamis, is 
included in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND142-4 The safety and reliability of the Project is addressed in section 4.13.  
The potential for a terrorist attack along this Project is an 
unknowable factor. 
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IND143 Jill Whelchel, Glide, OR 
 
IND143-1 See the response to IND1-5 for eminent domain. Seismic risks are 

discussed in section 4.2.1.3.  The risks of catastrophic events are 
discussed in section 4.13. Also see the response to IND1-4. 
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IND144 Jean Stalcup 
 
IND144-1 Comment noted. 
IND144-2 The applicant is required to repair all diches damaged during 

construction. Normal farm equipment can drive over the pipeline. 
IND144-3 Comment noted. 
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IND145 Kyle Latta, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND145-1 Comment noted. 
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IND146 Tim Huntley, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND146-1 Comment noted. 
IND146-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND147 Kyle Latta, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND147-1 Comment noted. 
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IND148 Tim Huntley, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND148-1 Comment noted. 
IND148-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND149 Tim Huntley, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND149-1 Comment noted. 
IND149-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND150 Jake Sweet, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND150-1 Comment noted. 
IND150-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND151 David McAlaster, Ashland, OR 
 
IND151-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in 
section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See response to IND1-1. 

IND151-2 The scope of the Project does not include drilling for natural gas; the 
proposed action is the transportation of natural gas in a pipeline from 
Malin to the Jordan Cove terminal in Coos County, where the natural 
gas would be liquefied into LNG.  Furthermore, exploration and 
production of natural gas (i.e., drilling and processing natural gas) are 
not activities regulated by the FERC.   
Information has been added to the FEIS that addresses methane 
leakage and the relative impact of natural gas compared to coal. 

IND151-3 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 
production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the FERC 
does not regulate the exploration or production of natural gas.  In fact, 
fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the environmental impacts 
associated with that activity will not be analyzed in our environmental 
document.  See response to IND1-3.   

IND151-4 The potential for an earthquake or tsunami to occur at the proposed 
LNG terminal site, and potential effects of an earthquake or tsunami 
on the LNG terminal have been factored into our review and are 
discussed in the EIS.  Proposed design features as well as our 
additional recommendations to address siting the LNG terminal at the 
proposed location are included in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND151-5 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be in 
the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its finding 
of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  The EIS is 
not a decision document.  The Commission would issue its Order after 
we have produced an FEIS. 

IND151-6 The pipeline would be designed and constructed according to Class 
Locations required by DOT regulations as described in section 4.13.9.1 
of the EIS.  The risk associated with construction and operation of the 
proposed pipeline, and measures that would be implemented to reduce 
that risk, are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.   

IND151-7 General effects on fish and other aquatic resources are discussed in 
section 4.6.2.  Effects on listed species, including salmon, are 
presented in section 4.7.1.3.   

IND151-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments on 
the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND152 Rishia Mitchell, North Bend, OR 
 
IND152-1 Comment noted. 
IND152-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND153 Rishia Mitchell, North Bend, OR 
 
IND153-1 Comment noted. 
IND153-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND154 Kimberly Payne, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND154-1 Comment noted. 
IND154-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND155 Kimberly Payne, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND155-1 Comment noted. 
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IND156 James and Archina Davenport, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND156-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 

impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-2 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-3 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-4 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-5 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-6 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-7 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-8 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-9 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-10 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-11 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-12 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-13 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 

IND156-14 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental 
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments 
submitted. 
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IND156-15 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 

less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

IND156-16 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

IND156-17 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

IND156-18 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

IND156-19 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

IND156-20 Comment noted. 
IND156-21 Comment noted. 
IND156-22 Stream crossings are discussed in section 4.4.1.2.  Note the 

requirements for crossing plan (for both roads and the pipe) in 
chapter 5. 

IND156-23 Detailed design plans that include geotechnical evaluations would 
be required prior to construction. 

IND156-24 The applicant is required to repair all damage caused by 
construction. 

IND156-25 During easement negotiations with private landowners Pacific 
Connector would identify exact locations of individual sewage 
systems, water supply wells, etc., that have been previously 
unidentified (for example on properties where survey permission 
has been denied), and adjust the pipeline location within that 
property if possible, or develop other measures (for example 
installation of a replacement system), as needed to avoid permanent 
damage to those systems. 
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IND156-26 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed 

pipeline and measures that would be implemented to reduce that 
risk are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.   

IND156-27 Comment noted. 
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IND157 Randy Turner and Sandra Medina, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND157-1 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND157-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND157-3 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND157-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND157-5 Comment noted. 
IND157-6 Impacts to listed species are disclosed in section 4.7.  A BO 

prepared by NMFS and FWS would establish the requirements of 
protecting listed species, as well as the required mitigation. 

IND157-7 Comment noted. 
IND157-8 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed 

pipeline and measures that would be implemented to reduce that 
risk are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.   
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IND158 Kris Bennett, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND158-1 Comment noted. 
IND158-2 See the response to IND1-5. 
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IND159 Elaine Fischer, Roanoke, VA 
 
IND159-1 The decision to export or not export natural gas is not under the 

authority of FERC. 
IND159-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND159-3 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND159-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND159-5 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND159-6 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND159-7 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND159-8 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND159-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND160 Michael W. Evans, Los Angeles, CA 
 
IND160-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND160-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND160-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND160-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND160-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND160-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND160-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

 W-861 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND160 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND160-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND161 William Toner, McGraw, NW 
 
IND161-1 No rainforest would be affected by the pipeline, see table 4.5.1.2-1 

that lists the forest types that would be affected.  Approximately 
1,742 acres of forest and woodland would be cleared for the 
pipeline and another 506 acres would be cleared for extra 
temporary work areas.   The amount of forest cleared would be a 
very small percent (mostly between 0-2 percent) of any watershed 
crossed by the Project (see table 4.14.3-1).   
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IND162 Jim Warzala, Crystal Falls, MI 
 
IND162-1 Comment noted. 
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IND163 Zechariah, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND163-1 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND163-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND163-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND163-4 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND164 Kian Daniel, Milwaukee, WI 
 
IND164-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND164-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND164-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND164-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND164-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND164-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND164-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND164-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND165 Laura Herndon, Burbank, CA 
 
IND165-1 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND165-2 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 

 W-868 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND166 Susan Bizeau, Talent, OR 
 
IND166-1 The FERC does not engage in cost-benefit analyses, as such.  

Instead, the Commission developed a “Certificate Policy 
Statement” (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline 
Facilities, 88 FERC ¶ 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC ¶ 
61,128, and further clarified in 92 ¶ 61,094 (2000)) that established 
criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed 
project and whether the proposed project would serve the public 
interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding 
whether or not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the 
Commissioners must balance public benefits against potential 
adverse economic and environmental consequences.  The DEIS 
discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
Project on environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and 
outlines measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate those impacts.  The DEIS also discloses benefits of the 
Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax 
bases.  In terms of global warming, see response to IND1-1.   

IND166-2 See the response to comment IND1-4.  
IND166-3 Comment noted. 
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IND167 Barbara Gurschke, Medford, OR 
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IND167 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND167-1 Comment noted. 
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IND168 Pamela Fitzpatrick, Eugene, OR 
 
IND168-1 See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16. 
IND168-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND168-3 The DEIS was accessible to the public and could be found 

electronically on the internet through the FERC web page on our 
eLibrary system.  We appreciate that the DEIS was a lengthy 
document and doubled the typical comment period, providing 90 
days for comments. 
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IND169 M.R. Buddenhagen, Azalea, OR 
 
IND169-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND169-2 The FERC EIS disclosed environmental effects of the Project.  The 

Commission will determine whether there is a need for a proposed 
project and whether the proposed project would serve the public 
interest.  In deciding whether or not to authorize new natural gas 
facilities, the Commissioners must balance public benefits against 
potential adverse economic and environmental consequences.  The 
DEIS discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation 
of the Project on environmental resources, such as effects on 
wildlife, and outlines measures that would be implemented to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts.  The DEIS also 
discloses benefits of the Project, such as job creation and increased 
payment into local tax bases.  In terms of global warming, see 
response to IND1-1.   

IND169-3 Seismic and landslide hazards for the pipeline are disclosed in 
section 4.22.2.  For trench depth, see pages 2-106 and 2-107 in 
chapter 2 of the DEIS. 

IND169-4 If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be 
placed directly beneath the road surface.  In this situation the 
pipeline would be offset from the roadway or road easement such 
that operation and maintenance of the roadway and the pipeline 
would not interfere.  Where the pipeline would make a 
perpendicular crossing of a public roadway, the pipeline crossing 
must be permitted by the appropriate authority (e.g., state DOT or 
county public works department).  Typically, these regulating 
authorities require a perpendicular crossing of a public roadway to 
be designed to account for existing and expected future traffic loads 
and roadway maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic 
would be required. Section 4.12.2.4 discusses noise levels during 
construction.  Following construction, noise levels would return to 
pre-construction levels. 

IND169-5 Effects to streams (including measures to minimize increases in 
turbidity) are discussed in section 4.4.2.2. 
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IND169 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND169-6 As noted in section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIS, the Pacific Connector 

pipeline route would be in the vicinity of three historic and 
abandoned cinnabar or mercury mines  (Nivinson, Red Cloud, and 
Thomason) between mileposts (MP) 108 and 110.  Section 4.4.4.2 
of the DEIS discussed concerns over mercury contamination from 
these mines entering into the nearby East Fork of Cow Creek 
watershed and affecting aquatic resources.  Based on several site-
specific studies conducted by Pacific Connector (GeoEngineers 
2009b) and the Forest Service (Broeker 2010), we concluded that 
it was highly unlikely that pipeline construction would encounter 
soils with elevated mercury concentrations in the vicinity of the 
abandoned cinnabar mines.  In addition, Pacific Connector 
developed a Contaminated Substances Discovery Plan that contains 
measures to protect the public and the environment.  Restrictions 
and proper use of herbicide during the projects construction and 
operation, as well as its effects, are addressed in section 4.5 of the 
DEIS. 

IND169-7 Please see section 4.4.3.2 for measures to minimize effects on 
wetlands.   

IND169-8 Effects on water temperature from pipeline construction are 
discussed in sections 4.4.4.2 and 4.6.2.3. 

IND169-9 See section 4.13.9.1 for safety standards, including standards to 
minimize fire risk to forest lands (pages 4-990 to 992). 

IND169-10 Comment noted. 
IND169-11 See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing 

on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2. These include obtaining 
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and 
ODFW. 
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IND169 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND169-12 Compliance with federal safety standards is administered by DOT, 

not FERC. 
IND169-13 Welded pipelines have responded well to earthquakes in other areas 

with similar conditions, such as Chile.  Seismic hazards are 
described in section 4.2.2.2.   
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IND170 M. Lee Zucker, Eugene, OR 
 
IND170-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND170-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND170-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND170-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND170-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND170-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND171 Martha Clemons, Corvallis, OR 
 
IND171-1 Comment noted. 
IND171-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND171-3 Comment noted. 
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IND172 Tracie L. Skinner, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND172-1 Comment noted. 
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IND173 Tracie L. Skinner, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND173-1 Comment noted. 
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IND174 Barbara Mendelsohn, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND174-1 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.  Also see the responses to IND1-5 and 
IND1-1. 
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IND175 Bob Barker 
 
IND175-1 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND175-2 The table identifies the beginning and end MPs of the DOT Class 

3 locations. The text lists the requirement s if the pipeline is built 
in a class 3 area.  It is unclear what confirmation you are requesting. 

IND175-3 The crossing plan is included in Appendix 2G to Resource Report 
2 of Pacific Connector’s June 6, 2013 application with the FERC.  
The entire application is available in electronic format for public 
viewing via the internet on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) 
through our eLibrary system.  Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan 
was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2. 

IND175-4 Comment noted. 
IND175-5 Resource Report 2 states:  Although GeoEngineers, Inc. (see 

Appendix 2G) indicates that an HDD of the Coos, Rogue, and 
Klamath rivers could be successfully implemented at the proposed 
crossing locations, in the event of an unsuccessful HDD at these 
proposed river crossings, the HDD method could be reattempted at 
the same location, or slightly offset. Pacific Connector could 
implement a DP crossing at the same location. The DP crossing 
method is described below and an overview of DP Technology is 
included in Appendix 2I.  Direct Pipe (DPP installation is a 
developing trenchless technology that can overcome problematic 
issues associated with the HDD crossing method because it 
provides a continuously supported hole during the excavation 
process.  Appendix 2I is included in the Application noted above.   

IND175-6 Comment noted.  See Appendix 2I discussed above. 
IND175-7 Comment noted. 
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IND175 Continued, page 2 of 9 
 
IND175-8 The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific 

Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover 
retirement costs.  Also, both companies would have insurance to 
cover the unlikely event of an incident. 

IND175-9 As stated on pages 4-910 and 911, measures recommended in the 
noise study (Miki Corporation 2007a) would reduce temporary 
noise impacts at either location to acceptable levels. 

IND175-10 As stated on pages 4-910 and 911, measures recommended in the 
noise study (Miki Corporation 2007a) would reduce temporary 
noise impacts at either location to acceptable levels. 

IND175-11 See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing 
on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2.  These include obtaining 
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and 
ODFW. ODWR would follow its own process for evaluating the 
permit application. 

IND175-12 See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing 
on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2.  These include obtaining 
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and 
ODFW.  ODWR would follow its own process for evaluating the 
project. 
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IND175 Continued, page 3 of 9 
 
IND175-13 Vehicle access within the pipeline right-of-way is an inherent part 

of construction.  See page 2-105 in chapter 2 which states "Part of 
the construction right-of-way would include a travel lane for 
construction equipment and related Project vehicles." 

IND175-14 The comment refers to a private drive. Detailed plans would require 
surveys; very few private land owners have granted access to their 
property for Pacific Connector to complete these surveys. 

IND175-15 We recognize that the Old Ferry Road Committee does not agree 
with the recommendation in chapter 3.  Our reasons for the 
recommendation are discussed in section 3.4.2.9. 
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IND175 Continued, page 4 of 9 
 
IND175-16 Pacific Connector stated in its April 27, 2015 filing that based on 

their understanding, the existing gate along OFR may be an 
electronic, keypad operated gate. The company would work with 
landowners to negotiate shared use of OFR and any necessary 
modifications to the gate to minimize impact to the road owners 
and accommodate construction traffic. 

IND175-17 The referenced text has been revised. BLM reviewed the visual 
impacts of the project in this vicinity and determined that the 
project does not meet VRM Class II objectives in the short-term 
(less than 5 years), but plan amendments are not needed because 
the area in question will be used for a very short term, and 
mitigation developed in the Aesthetics Management Plan will help 
the areas reach VRM Class II objectives in the long-term (5 to 10 
years). 

IND175-18 Comment noted.  Chapter 3 considers alternatives to the use of Old 
Ferry Road, and concludes that improvement and use of Old Ferry 
Road is the preferred alternative, provided that the road would 
remain open to residents throughout all phases of construction. 
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IND175 Continued, page 5 of 9 
 
IND175-19 Comment noted.  The DEQ would be notified as appropriate 

following evaluation of the specific issue by the EI. 
IND175-20 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND175-21 This error has been be corrected. 
IND175-22 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND175-23 The Aesthetics Management Plan specifically addresses the steps 

needed to meet the VRM class objectives at KOP-P2 within 5-10 
years and acknowledges the objectives would not be met in less 
than five years (see section 4.8 of the DEIS and attachment 1 to the 
2013 POD).   
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IND175 Continued, page 6 of 9 
 
IND175-24 The scope of work for the third-party monitors is presented in section 2.5.1 

of the DEIS.  The scope does include work performed on private property. 
IND175-25 FERC hires a third party inspector to oversee constructions to insure they 

are meeting their design and permit requirements.  The third-party 
environmental monitors would report directly to the FERC staff, the BLM 
designated official, or the land-managing agency with jurisdictional 
interest. In addition, Pacific Connector developed a landowner’s complaint 
resolution procedure (filed as appendix 8B to Resource Report 8 in June 
2013). If landowners are not satisfied their concerns are being addressed, 
they should call FERC's Dispute Resolution Division (DRD) toll free at 1-
877-337-2237 or by email at ferc.adr@ferc.gov. More information about 
the DRD is available on the FERC website: 
http://www.ferc.gov/legal/adr/drd.asp. 

IND175-26 The Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure is typically prepared and 
submitted to FERC as part of the pre-construction Implementation Plan, 
which would be after the final EIS.  The Implementation Plan would be 
filed as part of the project record and available for review by the public at 
that time.  The procedures would be company and project-specific, and 
FERC is not aware at this time of the details that would be included in the 
plan. 

IND175-27 The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific Connector 
post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 MOU with the ODE 
requires the posting of a bond to cover retirement costs.   Also, both 
companies would have insurance to cover the unlikely event of an incident. 

IND175-28 Comment noted. 
IND175-29 An EIS need not consider every possible alternative suggested.  The DEIS 

evaluates crossing methods in section 4.4.2.2. The crossing plan is 
included in Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific Connector’s 
June 6, 2013 application with the FERC.  The entire application is available 
in electronic format for public viewing via the internet on the FERC 
webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary system.  Also seethe HDD 
Contingency Plan was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2. See 
the specific plane for crossing the Rogue River in that section. The state 
will consider the proposed crossing methods and location as part of their 
permit process. 
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IND175 Continued, page 7 of 9 
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IND175 Continued, page 8 of 9 
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IND175 Continued, page 9 of 9 
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IND176 Nicholas Nelson, Portland, OR 
 
IND176-1 See the Response to IND1-1. 
IND176-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND176-3 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND176-4 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND176-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND176-6 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND177 John Knutson, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND177-1 Comment noted. 
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IND178 Susan Applegate, Yoncalla, OR 
 
IND178-1 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND178 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
IND178-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
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IND178 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 
IND178-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND178-4 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND178-5 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2. 
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IND178 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
IND178-6 The EIS does not claim that there is "nothing to worry about".  The 

safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in section 4.13 
of the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, Jordan Cove 
would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes 
geological conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration. 

IND178-7 The DEIS discloses that for every acre of LSOG that would be lost 
in the LSR, 10 acres of LSOG habitat would be added to the LSR 
network (see DEIS pages 4-225 to 4-235). The purpose of the 
proposed reallocation of matrix lands to Late Successional 
Reserves (LSR) is to maintain or increase the amount of late-
successional/old growth (LSOG) forest within the LSR system (see 
DEIS sec. 4.1.3.6).  The DEIS recognizes that LSOG forest would 
be lost and the construction of the pipeline would result in long-
term (permanent) adverse impacts to wildlife species dependent on 
LSOG forest (see DEIS sec. 4.5, 4.6, 4.7). The reallocation of 
matrix lands to LSR will result in a change in management 
direction at a landscape level.  Both BLM and FS planning process 
provide for amendments to LMPS that are often used to address 
circumstances unforeseen at the time the plans were developed and 
approved.  Under the federal Energy Policy Act, the BLM is 
required to consider an application for a right-of-way grant to use 
or occupy federal lands, and the FS is required to consider its 
concurrence, should a right-of-way grant be issued.  Furthermore, 
both BLM and FS are required to consider land management plan 
amendments necessary to continue to meet the land management 
objectives, if a right-of-way grant were issued.    The reallocation 
of matrix lands to LSR is intended to ensure that the LMPs "remain 
whole", and over time the agencies are able to meet the wide array 
of commitments these plans make. 
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IND178 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
IND178-8 Comment noted. 
IND178-9 Comment noted. 
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IND178 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
IND178-10 Comment noted. 
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IND179 Ron Kutch, Lakeside, OR 
 
IND179-1 Comment noted. 
IND179-2 Comment noted. 
IND179-3 Comment noted. 
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IND180 Ron Kutch, Lakeside, OR 
 
IND180-1 Comment noted. 
IND180-2 Comment noted. 
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IND181 Kevin Carr, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND181-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND181-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND181-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND181-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND181-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND181-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND181-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND181 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND181-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND182 Barbara Butler, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND182-1 These are connected actions under NEPA; therefore, they are considered together in 

one EIS, as required. 
IND182-2 Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest Oregon Regional 

Airport in North Bend can be found in section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS.  In their 
December 17, 2009 Order Granting Authorizations under Section 3 of the Natural 
Gas Act and Issuing Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal 
in Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners disagreed with 
and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent.  In a letter to the Commission dated 
December 22, 2014, commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the 
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated that it 
“strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to 
document consultations with the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] and submit 
the results of studies before Project construction) and believes that the FAA process 
will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and efficiently.”   

IND182-3 See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16. 
IND182-4 Effects on streams are addressed in section 4.6.2.3. 
IND182-5 Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the Pacific Coast of 

the United States can be found in section 10.3.4 of Resource Report 10, included with 
its May 21, 2013 application to the FERC.  Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No. 
CP13-483-000 is a public document that can be viewed in electronic format on the 
internet through the eLibrary system of the FERC’s webpage (www.ferc.gov).  As 
stated in section 3.3.1 of the DEIS, our detailed analysis of potential West Coast 
alternative ports was included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original 
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket CP07-444-000.  This document is also 
available for public viewing through the FERC webpage. 

IND182-6 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND182-7 See section 2.1.1.2; the waters of Coos Bay are managed by ODSL. Information on 

the access channel is provided in section 2.1.1.2; information on dredging and 
disposal of dredged material is provided in 2.1.1.12 and in 4.4.2.1. The existing 
navigation channel is maintained by the federal government.  As stated in section 
4.4.2.1, the existing channel would be used as part of the waterway for the Project; it 
can accommodate tankers up to 148,000 cubic meters in capacity.  A new dredged 
channel would be created between the existing channel and the terminal marine slip.   
As discussed in section 2.2.1, the Coast Guard would limit the size of tankers using 
the waterway to 148,000 cubic meters in capacity. Jordan Cove estimates that about 
90 tankers would visit its terminal. Maintenance dredging would continue to be 
required for the waterway. 

IND182-8 The Port has already obtained an easement for operation and maintenance of the 
access channel and the in-water portion of the slip.  Environmental effects associated 
with excavation are addressed in sections 4.4.1.1. 
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IND183 Leslie Burpo, Eugene, OR 
 
IND183-1 See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16. 
IND183-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND183-3 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND183-4 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND183-5 Effects on endangered, threatened, and special status wildlife are 

addressed in section 4.7. 
IND183-6 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND183 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND183-7 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND184 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at 
Public Scoping Meeting 
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IND184 Barb S, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND184-1 FERC is responsible for approving or not approving the LNG 

facility.  The Coast Guard is responsible for LNG ships using the 
channel.  Several state and federal agencies have responsibility for 
the many permits and regulations needed before the LNG terminal 
built.  The risks of catastrophic events are discussed in section 4.13. 

IND184-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND184 Continued, page 3 of 22 
 
IND184-3 The Project would only be approved if it meets all laws and 

regulations, including the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and 
the Endangered Species Act. 

IND184-4 Comment noted. 

 W-907 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND184 Michael Krumper, North Bend, OR 
 
IND184-5 Section 4.10 1.4 in the Transportation section of the DEIS discusses 

the Project's effects on the airport, including LNG ship traffic.  See 
the FERC Recommendation in that section requiring the applicant 
to consult with the FAA and document the results of studies 
required by the FAA. 

IND184-6 As stated in section 4.10.1.4, the LNG storage tanks would be 1.4 
miles from the end of the closest runway.  DOT regulations require 
a distance of 1 mile. 
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IND184 Continued, page 5 of 22 
 
IND184-7 If Jordan Cove wanted to increase storage capacity it would need 

to apply to FERC.  The application would need a new NEPA 
review. 

IND184-8 Table 4.12.1.1-6 presents the expected rates per hour. 
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IND184 Richard Knablin, North Bend, OR 
 
IND184-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND184-10 This is a draft, additional studies and data will be included in the 

final EIS.  One purpose of a DEIS is to identify additional 
information needed, often due to public or agency comments on the 
DEIS. 

IND184-11 Comment noted. 
IND184-12 The FERC environmental staff does not attempt to determine the 

economic viability of a project.  The Commission will do this as 
part of their decision process.  The EIS is intended to inform the 
Commission of the environmental effects of the Project. 

IND184-13 Resource Report 2 filed with FERC on February 6, 2013 and 
available on eLibrary, describes the water quality and dredge 
material studies.  The appendices to this report present the sampling 
details and results. 
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IND184 Martha Clemons, Corvallis, OR 
 
IND184-14 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND184 Continued, page 8 of 22 
 
IND184-15 Comment noted. 
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IND184 Charles B. Miller, Oregon State University 
 
IND184-16 Comment noted.  See the earthquake and tsunami analysis in 

section 4.2.1.3.  Also see the response to IND51-5. 
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IND184-17 As stated in section 4.2.1.3, subsection Tsunami Hazards, the 

Emergency Planning and Response Team has reviewed and 
approved the LNG vesselprocedures for dealing with tsunamis. 
This team includes, among others, the Coast Guard, ODE, Oregon 
Marine Board, and Jordan Cove Experts. 

IND184-18 The Resource Reports are part of the analysis and are available for 
public review on FERC's eLibrary. 
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IND184 Charles B. Miller, Oregon State University 
 
IND184-19 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND184-20 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND184-21 Comment noted. 
IND184-22 See the response to IND1-4. 
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IND184 Ron F., Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND184-23 Comment noted. 
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IND184 Melissa Pallin 
 
IND184-24 The DEIS provides an opportunity for all landowners and interested 

partied to provide comments.  The comments of the Blue Ridge group 
are discussed because the group submitted an alternative and their 
comments are the basis for that alternative. The DEIS lists 12 
waterbodies crossed for the Proposed Route and 9 for the Modified 
Blue Ridge Alternative.  These numbers are based on hydrography data 
(see table 3.4.2.2-1). As noted in footnote d of that table, field surveys 
identified 41 perennial streams and 24 intermittent streams along the 
Proposed Route.  Field surveys have not been completed for Blue 
Ridge route but they would most likely identify many additional small 
streams. 

IND184-25 If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be 
placed directly beneath the road surface.  In this situation the pipeline 
would be offset from the roadway or road easement such that operation 
and maintenance of the roadway and the pipeline would not 
interfere.  Where the pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of 
a public roadway, the pipeline crossing must be permitted by the 
appropriate authority (e.g. state DOT or county public works 
department).  Typically, these regulating authorities require a 
perpendicular crossing of a public roadway to be designed to account 
for existing and expected future traffic loads and roadway 
maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic would be required. 

IND184-26 Liquefaction is addressed for the terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and for the 
pipeline in section 4.2.2.1. 

IND184-27 Risks to human life are addressed in section 4.13.  As stated in that 
section, nation-wide, the risk of death due to incidents involving 
natural gas transmission pipelines is low.  Deaths from motor vehicle 
accidents are more than 20,000 times as great. Deaths from fires are 
1,500 times as great. 

IND184-28 Effects on farming are disclosed in section 4.1.2.2.  As noted in that 
section, approximately 1,047 acres of agricultural land would be 
affected. Pacific Connector would negotiate with landowners and 
provide compensation of crop losses during construction. The topsoil 
would be saved and replaced after construction and any damages to 
irrigation, fences, or other facilities would be repaired.  Shallow-rooted 
crops can be grown inside the50-foot right-or-way.  There would be no 
restrictions on deep-rooted crops on rest of the property would not be 
affected. 
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IND184 David Schmidt and Kathi Windsor, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND184-29 There is no intention to remove the road.  If the pipeline parallels a 

public roadway, the pipeline would not be placed directly beneath 
the road surface.  In this situation the pipeline would be offset from 
the roadway or road easement such that operation and maintenance 
of the roadway and the pipeline would not interfere.  Where the 
pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of a public roadway, 
the pipeline crossing must be permitted by the appropriate authority 
(e.g., state DOT or county public works department).  Typically, 
these regulating authorities require a perpendicular crossing of a 
public roadway to be designed to account for existing and expected 
future traffic loads and roadway maintenance, and no restrictions 
on future traffic would be required. 
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IND184 Jason Monk 
 
IND184-30 Comment noted. Safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS; 

timber clearing in section 4.5; and seismicity in section 4.2.  Also 
see our responses to comments IND1-2 and IND5-2. 
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IND185 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at 
Public Scoping Meeting 
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IND185 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND185-1 Comment noted.  Compliance with the Northwest Forest Plan is 

analyzed in for specific resources in the applicable sections of 
Chapter 4, see section 4.1.3 for a detailed assessment of effects on 
each National Forest and BLM District crosses.  Also see the 
Cumulative Effects section (4.14). 

IND185-2 The Project must comply with all laws, including the Clean Water 
Act, or it will not be approved. 

IND185-3 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND185-4 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND185-5 This information is provided, for example see tables 4.1.2.2-2 and 

4.6.1.2-2. 
IND185-6 Comment noted.  Additional mitigation would be required by 

regulatory agencies prior to their issuing permits. For example, the 
FWS will determine the required mitigation for rare plants in their 
BO. See table 2.1.4-1 for a summary of mitigation required by the 
Forest Service and BLM on lands they manage. 

IND185-7 Fire is discussed in section 4.13 9.1 
IND185-8 As shown in table 4.14.3.1, the Project would disturb between 0 

and 2 percent of any of the 19 fifth-field watersheds crossed by the 
project.  On a state-wide basis the disturbance would be very small. 
We do not believe that the level of disturbance, while important at 
the local level, would affect carrying capacity at the state level. 
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IND185 Letters submitted to Paul Friedman 
 
IND185-9 The DEIS does not state anywhere in the document that the Project 

is in the public interest nor does it conclude that it provides a public 
benefit. 

IND185-10 The Coast Guard is responsible for preparing emergency plans. 
IND185-11 The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific 

Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover 
retirement costs.   Also, both companies would have insurance to 
cover the unlikely event of an incident. 
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IND186 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at 
Public Scoping Meeting 
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IND186 Chuck Little, Pendleton Building Construction Trades 
Council 

 
IND186-1 Comment noted. 
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IND186 Lennie Ellis, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
 
IND186-2 Comment noted. 
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IND186 Neal Eberlein 
 
IND186-3 Comment noted. 
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IND187 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at 
Public Scoping Meeting 
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IND187 Elliott Grey, Junction City, OR 
 
IND187-1 Comment noted. 
IND187-2 Comment noted. 
IND187-3 The applicant would be responsible for mitigation and road repair 

costs. 
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IND187 Mary Addams, Eugene, OR 
 
IND187-4 The mitigation measures that would be required for impacts to 

habitats are described in sections 4.5 through 4.7, as well as in 
appendices E, F, and S of the DEIS. 

IND187-5 We addressed the risks and measures that would be implemented 
due to the projects construction in an area at risk of earthquakes and 
tsunamis in the DEIS.  Specifically, section 4.13 of the DEIS 
addresses the safety and reliability of the project.  In addition, 
Jordan Cove would be required to design and construct its facilities 
to satisfy stringent design standards and codes that provide design 
requirements for geological conditions, including earthquakes and 
tsunamis. 

IND187-6 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.  The Project’s potential 
impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions are disclosed in 
section 4.12 of the DEIS.  It is the Department of Energy, not the 
FERC, that regulates the U.S. Energy policy. 

IND187-7 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 
production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3.  The gas emissions that could result from gas burned at the 
proposed Jordan Cove power plant (i.e., a non-FERC jurisdictional 
facility) are disclosed in section 4.12 of the DEIS.   
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IND187 Jean Townes, Corvallis, OR 
 
IND187-8 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND187 Stuart Liebowitz, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND187-9 Comment noted. See also our response to comment IND5-1. 
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IND187 Francis Eatherington,  
 
IND187-10 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND187-11 Comment noted. 
IND187-12 Comment noted. 
IND187-13 The FERC does not have the GIS data. 
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IND187 Continued, page 9 of 17 
 
IND187-14 We do not expect an attack. Table 4.13.9.2-2 of the draft EIS shows 

the various causes of outside force incidents on natural gas 
pipelines as recorded by the DOT between 1994 and 2013. Included 
in these statistics is “intentional” damage, which would include an 
attack.  As shown in table 4.13.9.2-2, there was one incident of 
intentional damage to natural gas pipelines during this time period, 
or 0.1 percent of all recorded incidents.   

IND187-15 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND187-16 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND187-17 As stated in IND1-7, FERC does not set safety standards for 

pipeline construction.  We do not have any information on the cost 
savings requested and any savings associated with these standards 
are not a consideration for FERC's analysis. 
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IND187 Barbara Brown, Salem, OR 
 
IND187-18 Risks to human life are addressed in section 4.13.  As stated in that 

section, nation-wide, the risk of death due to incidents involving 
natural gas transmission pipelines is low.  Deaths from motor 
vehicle accidents are more than 20,000 times as great. Deaths from 
fires are 1,500 times as great.  Effects on property value are 
addressed in section 4.9.2.3.  See the response to IND1-5 for your 
comment on eminent domain. 

IND187-19 Many domestic water supply wells are not registered or identified 
in publicly available state databases, and therefore not all wells in 
the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have been identified.  This is 
explained in section 4.4.1.2 of the draft EIS.  Pacific Connector 
would verify exact locations of water supply wells, springs, and 
seeps during easement negotiations with landowners. 

IND187-20 Details on waterbody crossings are disclosed in section 4.4.2.2.  
Also see FERC's Plan and Procedures.  Effects on fish are described 
in sections 4.6 and 4.7. 
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IND187 Barbara Brown, Salem, OR 
 
IND187-21 This estimate is based on right-of-way clearing studies in Oregon 

and on established models.  We are not clear how this contradicts 
rule 629 for forest practices. 

IND187-22 The number of acres cleared in the farm zone would be too small 
to affect the 0.7 total. 

IND187-23 Claims under eminent domain are not considered by the court, a 
judge would determine whether eminent domain applies and the 
rights of property owners, including fair compensation. 

IND187-24 The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its 
decision-document Project Order.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.   

 W-947 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND187 Lowen Berman, Portland, OR 
 
IND187-25 The DEIS does not make these claims.  Furthermore, it is the 

Department of Energy, not the FERC, that is responsible for the 
U.S. energy policy. 
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IND187 Kelly O’Hanley 
 
IND187-26 Impacts to wildlife and their habitats are addressed in sections 4.6 

and 4.7 of the DEIS. 
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IND187 Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND187-27 As stated in section 2.7, this would require a separate application 

and analysis under section 7(b) of the NGA. 
IND187-28 See the response to the previous comment. 
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IND188 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at 
Public Scoping Meeting 
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IND188 Stacie Smith, Medford, OR 
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IND188 Donna Swanson, Ashland, OR 
 
IND188-1 The methods for stream crossings are discussed in section 4.4.2.2.  

These are not untried methods, they have been used successfully 
for years.  Also see FERC's procedures for waterbody crossings.  
Also see the response to IND1-3. 

IND188-2 Comment noted.  The DEIS evaluates the environmental effects of 
the proposed project. The Commission will determine whether the 
Project is for the public good.   
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IND188 Kathy Dunn, Ashland, OR 
 
IND188-3 The effects on employment and the economy are addressed in 

section 4.9.1.4. 
IND188-4 The Project does not include fracking.  See the response to IND1-

3. 
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IND188 Susan Delles, Rogue River, OR 
 
IND188-5 The Project would have little effect or no long-term effect on the 

Rogue River.  The pipe would cross under the river either using 
HDD or direct tunneling.  See the discussion in section 4.4.2.2. See 
section 4.6.2.2 for effects on fish. 

IND188-6 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND188-7 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND188-8 See the response to IND1-4 in regard to earthquakes.  See section 

4.6.1 for effects in Coos Bay.  See section 4.7 for effects on listed 
species. 
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IND188 Continued, page 7 of 16 
 
IND188-9 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND188-10 See section 4.61.2 for the effects of right-of-way clearing in 

wildlife. 
IND188-11 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of 

the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “…U.S. natural gas 
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before 
considering the possibility of additional exports.”  Another 2012 
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the 
nation is “…projected to gain net economic benefits from allowing 
LNG exports.” 

IND188-12 Your comment on water use is noted.  See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND188 Diana O’Farrell, Ashland, OR 
 
IND188-13 Comment noted.  See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND188-14 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND188-15 Comment noted.  See section 4.13 for the cumulative effects 

analysis. 
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IND188-16 Comment noted.  Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.14 

of the EIS. 
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IND188 Continued, page 13 of 16 
 
IND188-17 The FERC does not engage in cost-benefit analyses, as such.  

Instead, the Commission developed a “Certificate Policy 
Statement” (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline 
Facilities, 88 FERC ¶ 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC ¶ 
61,128, and further clarified in 92 ¶ 61,094 (2000)) that established 
criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed 
project and whether the proposed project would serve the public 
interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding 
whether or not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the 
Commissioners must balance public benefits against potential 
adverse economic and environmental consequences.  The DEIS 
discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
Project on environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and 
outlines measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate those impacts.  The DEIS also discloses benefits of the 
Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax 
bases.  In terms of global warming, see response to IND1-1.   
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IND188-18 Comment noted, See the response to IND1-1 and IND188-17. 
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IND188-19 Comment noted.  See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND189 Kelly O’Hanley, Portland, OR 
 
IND189-1 Comment noted. 
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IND190 Michael Shott, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND190-1 Comment noted. 
IND190-2 See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND191 Sean Watts, North Bend, OR 
 
IND191-1 Seismic effects are discussed in section 4.2.2.2.  As stated in that 

section, welded steel pipes have fared well in earthquakes in 
California. Also as stated, additional geotechnical studies will be 
undertaken. 

IND191-2 The power plant is discussed in section 2.2.2.  The power plant is 
not under FREC. As stated in section 1.5.4.2, the facility would be 
authorized under ODOE-EFSC. 

IND191-3 Jordan Cove has applied to FERC for approval of their proposed 
project, which is stated in the comment quote.  This EIS analyses 
the environmental effects associated with that proposal.  As the 
comment states, the proposed project does not include producing 
or exporting renewable energy.  The analysis in chapter 3 looks at 
other locations and alternatives.  It finds that one other project 
could meet the objectives and FERC is analyzing that project in a 
separate EIS.  The need for the Project is not part of the EIS; as 
stated in section 1.3, the Commission will consider need in a 
separate analysis. 

IND191-4 As stated in section 1.3, the Commission will consider need in a 
separate analysis. 

  

 W-970 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND191 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND191-5 Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found 

in section 2.1.1.12.  As noted in section 2.1.1.2, the Port has 
already obtained an easement for the channel for maintenance and 
operation. The channel has been dredged for decades.  The effects 
from dredging for this Project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1 and 
4.6.2.2. 
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IND192 Michael Shott, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND192-1 Comment noted. 
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IND193 Christine Landucci, Bandon, OR 
 
IND193-1 Comment noted. 
IND193-2 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND193-3 See the response to IND1-2. 
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IND194 Doug Viner, Ashland, OR 
 
IND194-1 With regard to calibration of risk models, there was no mention of 

pipeline risk models in the DEIS.  The EIS describes risk using 
pipeline operational data maintained by the DOT PHMSA.  See 
section 4.13.9.  Pipeline leaks and other accident issues are 
discussed section 4.13.9.2.  Leaks are strongly related to pipeline 
age.  Modern pipeline materials, as well as construction and 
maintenance standards, are much improved over older materials 
and methods.  The DOT is responsible for enforcing pipeline 
safety requirements.  The FERC does not require that either 
Jordan Cove or Pacific Connector post bonds. However, Jordan 
Cove’s June 10, 2014 MOU with the ODE requires the posting of 
a bond to cover retirement costs.  Also, both companies would 
have insurance to cover the unlikely event of an incident.  
Pipeline accident data is presented in section 4.13.9.2.  The FERC 
does not have an “Acceptable failure rate”, as safety is paramount. 
While we cannot say that any project is certain to be perfect, there 
are hundreds of thousands of miles of high pressure natural gas 
pipes which operate safely every day, and have for decades.   
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IND195 Chris Peach, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND195-1 Comment noted. 
IND195-2 Comment noted.  See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND196 Jim L. Tucker, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND196-1 Comment noted. 
IND196-2 Comment noted.  See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND197 Jim L. Tucker, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND197-1 Comment noted. 
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IND198 Michael J. McCumiskey, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND198-1 Comment noted. 
IND198-2 Comment noted.  See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND199 Michael J. McCumiskey, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND199-1 Comment noted. 
IND199-2 Comment noted.  See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND200 Beth Gipson, North Bend, OR 
 
IND200-1 Comment noted. 
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IND201 Beth Gipson, North Bend, OR 
 
IND201-1 Comment noted. 
IND201-2 Comment noted.  See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND202 Angela van Patten, Portland, OR 
 
IND202-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND202-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND202-3 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND202-4 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND202-5 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND203 Matthew Goergen, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND203-1 Comment noted. 
IND203-2 Comment noted. 
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IND204 Carol N. Doty, Medford, OR 
 
IND204-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND204-2 Comment noted.  See the response to IND1-3. 
IND204-3 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND204 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND204-4 FERC has not approved any crossing plans for this Project.  An 

EIS is not a decision document. The DEIS discusses the crossing 
options in section 4.4.2.2 and effects on fish from waterbody 
crossings in section 4.6.2.3.  The crossing plan is included in 
Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific Connector’s June 6, 
2013 application with the FERC.  The entire application is 
available in electronic format for public viewing via the internet 
on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary 
system.  Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan was attached as 
Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2. 

IND204-5 Effects on salmon are discussed in section 4.7.1.3 and in section 
4.6 2.3. 

IND204-6 The DEIS discusses seismic risks associated with the LNG 
terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and seismic risks associated with the 
pipeline in 4.2.2.2. 

IND204-7 Lateral spreading potential is discussed in section 4.2.2.2.  The 
commenter is correct, as indicated in the section on lateral 
spreading, additional studies will be performed.  For any location 
where the pipeline would be subject to excessive stresses during a 
seismic event, measures would be implemented to protect the 
pipeline.  A pipeline engineering firm would be engaged to 
evaluate and design protective measures. 
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IND204 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND204-8 Comment noted. Also see the response to IND1-2. 
IND204-9 Comment noted. 
IND204-10 Comment noted. 
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IND205 Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas and James Venart, 
University of New Brunswick 

 
IND205-1 See responses to IND107-15, -28, and -30. 
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IND205 Continued, page 2 of 5 
 
IND205-2 See response to IND107-30. 
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IND205 Continued, page 3 of 5 
 
IND205-3 See response to IND107-30. 
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IND205 Continued, page 4 of 5 
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IND205 Continued, page 5 of 5 
 
IND205-4 See response to IND107-4 for the evaluation of FLACS.   Also, 

FERC staff verified the composition of the mixed refrigerant used 
in the hazard analyses to be consistent with the proposed design.  
See response to IND107-30 for the discussion of overpressure due 
to the explosion of the ethylene vapor cloud.  Flame acceleration 
is based upon turbulence caused by congestion. Sub-grid objects 
are resolved using a Porosity-Distributed Resistance (PDR) 
methodology that calculates flow resistance terms, turbulence 
generation/source terms, and flame acceleration terms based on 
flame wrinkling/folding in the sub-grid wake. The flame folding 
parameter is important for explosion calculations and is validated 
based on experimental observations for explosion scenarios.  See 
response to IND107-24 regarding the overpressure due to the 
possible confinement of vapor fences.   

  

 W-991 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND206 Ed Cooley, Elkton, OR 
 
IND206-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND206-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND206-3 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND206-4 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND206-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND206-6 FERC has not approved any crossing plans for this Project. An 
EIS is not a decision document. The DEIS discusses the crossing 
options in section 4.4.2.2 and effects on fish from waterbody 
crossings in section 4.6.2.3.  The crossing plan is included in 
Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific Connector’s June 6, 
2013 application with the FERC.  The entire application is 
available in electronic format for public viewing via the internet 
on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary 
system.  Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan was attached as 
Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2. 
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IND207 Rudy, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND207-1 Comment noted. 
IND207-2 Comment noted.  See the discussion of the Blue Ridge route 

alternatives in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND208 Janis Lloyd, North Bend, OR 
 
IND208-1 The EIS considers the LNG facility, a 230-mile natural gas pipeline, 

and amendments to BLM and National Forest management plans.  
These are connected actions; therefore, they are considered in one 
EIS rather than three shorter EISs. No decision has been made yet.  
The EIS complies with 40 CFR 1502." 

IND208-2 The DEIS is a science-based document that summarizes years of 
studies and considers the extensive research on fish, riparian habitat, 
streams and water quality.  The fifth-field watershed is commonly 
used in the Pacific Northwest for analyzing project effects.  
Watershed analyses for fifth-field watersheds completed by federal 
agencies are a key component of managing federal lands under the 
Northwest Forest Plan and provide a good basis for an analysis of 
effects.  Mitigation measures are included to reduce runoff from 
hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table 2.5.2-1). 
Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition monitoring and 
mitigating (see section 4.6.2.3) and the extensive compensatory 
mitigation in table 2.1.4-1).  Additional monitoring would be required 
by ODFW under its permitting process. 

IND208-3 This DEIS considers the environmental effects from the Project.  The 
Commission will evaluate the need for the Project in a separate 
analysis.  See section 1.3. 

IND208-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND208-5 Alternatives are analyzed in chapter 3. 
IND208-6 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND208-7 Please see the extensive analysis of LNG facility hazards, including 

loss of power, in section 4.13.2, engineering design in section 4.13.3, 
the vapor dispersion analysis in section 4.13.5.3, and the overpressure 
analysis in section 4.13.5.4. 

IND208-8 While there are no headings that say Affected Environment or 
Current Conditions, the current conditions are discussed at 
considerable length for each resource in chapter 4.  For example see 
the discussion on upland vegetation conditions on pages 4-28 to 4-48.  
Also, Resource Report 2 filed with FERC on February 6, 2013 and 
available on eLibrary, describes the water quality and dredge material 
studies.  The appendices to this report present the sampling details 
and results.  
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IND208 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND208-9 Alternatives are evaluated in chapter 3, and the Project effects in 

chapter 4.  This DEIS follows the standard FERC format. 
IND208-10 This possible future project is discussed in section 4.14. See table 

4.14.2.3-1. 
IND208-11 Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest 

Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section 
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS.  In their December 17, 2009 Order Granting 
Authorizations under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act and Issuing 
Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in 
Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners 
disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent.  In a 
letter to the Commission dated December 22, 2014, commenting 
on our November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the Southwest 
Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated 
that it “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (in the DEIS 
for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the Federal 
Aviation Administration [FAA] and submit the results of studies 
before Project construction) and believes that the FAA process 
will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and 
efficiently.”   

IND208-12 The proposed camp (North Point Workforce Housing Complex) is 
addressed in section 4.9.1.2.  The camp would have room for 
2,100 employees. 

IND208-13 FERC does not prepare a record of decision.  The Commission 
will consider whether to authorize the Project in its Public Order; 
see section 1.3.  The Commission will consider the FEIS and 
other analyses in making its decision. 
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IND209 Denny S. Emerson, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND209-1 Comment noted. 
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IND210 Denny S. Emerson, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND210-1 Comment noted. 
IND210-2 See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section 

3.4.2.2. 
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IND211 Ron K. Strauser, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND211-1 Comment noted. 
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IND212 Ron K. Strauser, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND212-1 Comment noted. 
IND212-2 See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section 

3.4.2.2. 
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IND213 Reitha Jacobs, Salem, MO 
 
IND213-1 Comment noted. 
IND213-2 Comment noted. 
IND213-3 Comment noted. 
IND213-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND214 Gail Pearlman, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND214-1 Comment noted. 
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IND215 Kate Geary, Ashland, OR 
 
IND215-1 Comment noted. 
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IND216 Sophia Boyle, Ashland, OR 
 
IND216-1 Comment noted. 
IND216-2 Comment noted. 
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IND217 Polly Elliott 
 
IND217-1 Comment noted. 
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IND218 Theresa Haga, North Bend, OR 
 
IND218-1 Comment noted. 
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IND219 Theresa Haga, North Bend, OR 
 
IND219-1 Comment noted. 
IND219-2 See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section 

3.4.2.2. 
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IND220 Maryann Rohrer, Portland, OR 
 
IND220-1 Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3. 
 

 W-1007 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND221 Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR 
 
IND221-1 Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3. 
IND221-2 The DEIS is approximately 1,350 pages plus appendices.  It is a 

science-driven document that analyzes the environmental effects 
of the proposed LNG facilities, the proposed 232-mile gas 
pipeline, and the amendments that may be needed if the Project 
crosses federal land.  The DEIS complies with NEPA. 
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IND222 Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR 
 
IND222-1 The DEIS is approximately 1,350 pages plus appendices.  It is a 

science-driven document that analyzes the environmental effects 
of the proposed LNG facilities, the proposed 232-mile gas 
pipeline, and the amendments that may be needed if the Project 
crosses federal land.  The DEIS complies with NEPA. 
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IND223 Wendy Eppinger, Ashland, OR 
 
IND223-1 Comment noted. 
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IND224 Dianne Ensign, Portland, OR 
 
IND224-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND224-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND224-3 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND224-4 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND224-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND224-6 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND225 Juli Hosking, Scottsburg, OR 
 
IND225-1 Comment noted. 
IND225-2 Comment noted. 
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IND226 James Fereday, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND226-1 The DEIS follows the regulations (at 40 CFR 1500-1508) 

implementing the NEPA that governs preparing an EIS. The FEIS 
will be used by the Commission, along with other analyses, to 
make a decision on the Project. See section 1.3. 
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IND226 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
IND226-2 The DEIS does not discuss public need.  The Commission will 

make that determination.  Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3.  
The purpose of the DEIS is to present the environmental effects of 
the Project to the public for their review and comments. 
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IND226 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 
IND226-3 Section 3 of the EIS presents a range of alternatives, including the 

No Action Alternative, System Alternatives, and Route 
Alternatives. 

IND226-4 The Gig Harbor site is one mile away from the harbor and would 
not be accessible to LNG vessels.  As stated in section 3.2.2.3, the 
port of Newport is small and would require extensive dredging.  
Jordan Cove does not propose to conduct any dredging along the 
7.5-mile-long existing navigation channel in Coos Bay. 

IND226-5 As stated in section 3.2.2.4, the Oregon LNG Project can be 
considered a viable alternative to the JCE & PCGP Project. The 
section also states that FERC is conducting an environmental 
review of this project. This EIS will identify the effects of the 
Oregon LNG projects. 
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IND226 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
IND226-6 We do not agree that the alternatives discussed in chapter 3 can be 

considered an "omission of substantive process". 
IND226-7 The document follows the standard format for FERC 

environmental impact statements.  It is lengthy because it 
analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed LNG facilities, 
the associated 232-mile gas pipeline, and the Forest Service and 
BLM plan amendments needed for the pipeline to cross federal 
land.   
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IND226 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
IND226-8 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND226-9 The EIS does compare the Jordan Cove LNG project to the 

Oregon LNG project; see section 3.2.2.4. 
IND226-10 The marine slip does not have to be any larger than proposed.  

There is no berth proposed for the west side of the slip and 
impacts on Henderson Marsh would be avoided.  See our response 
to comment FA6-1.   
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IND226 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
IND226-11 The DEIS complies with NEPA. 
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IND227 Lisa Childs, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND227-1 This Project will not inject chemicals into the water or soil of 

Southern Oregon, and it does not include oil or gas drilling.  
There are over 300,000 miles of natural gas transmission pipes in 
the country, breaks are rare, see section 4.13.9.1. Any loss of life 
is tragic, but as shown in table 4.13.9.3-2, a person in the US is 
more than 20,000 times as likely to be killed in a motor vehicle 
accident as in an accident connected with a gas transmission 
pipeline (2 accidental deaths per year over 20 years).  Deaths due 
to fires are more than 1,500 times as great. 
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IND227 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND227-2 The Project is not "unconstitutional," as it falls under the Natural 

Gas Act, a law passed by Congress, according to the Constitution.  
Property values are discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS.  
Traffic is addressed in section 4.10.  Air quality and noise are 
discussed in section 4.12. 
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IND228 Sheryl Kaplan, Pasadena, CA 
 
IND228-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND228-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND228-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND228-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND228-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND228-6 See the response to IND1-7.  Also see section 4.2.2.2 which 

describes the various hazards that were considered for the 
proposed pipeline construction through mountainous terrain. 

IND228-7 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND228-8 See the response to IND1-2. 
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IND228 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND228-9 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7. 
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IND229 Pamela Plummer, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND229-1 Comment noted.  The Blue Ridge alternatives are compared in 

section 3.4.2.2. 
IND229-2 Comment noted. 
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IND230 Tim A. Slater, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND230-1 Comment noted.  The Blue Ridge alternatives are compared in 

section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND231 Christine Landucci, Bandon, OR 
 
IND231-1 Comment noted. 
IND231-2 The project was proposed by Jordan Cove, as discussed in section 

1.4.  Safety is discussed in section 4.13. 
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IND232 Richard F. Knablin, North Bend, OR 
 
IND232-1 Comment noted. 
IND232-2 We disagree.  The mitigation measures proposed by the applicants 

or recommended in the EIS would reduce impacts on resources. 
IND232-3 The DEIS does not support the statement that this Project would 

be a disaster.  No decision about the Project has been made at this 
time. 

IND232-4 Veresen did not prepare the DEIS, FERC and cooperating federal 
agencies did. We are not aware of any requirements of NEPA that 
prohibit a company from "trying to influence local governments."  
The local governments have their own permitting process; NEPA 
is a federal law not a local one. 
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IND233 Dick Goergen, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND233-1 Comment noted. 
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IND234 Richard Todd Goergen, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND234-1 Comment noted. 
IND234-2 Comment noted. 
IND234-3 Comment noted. 
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IND235 Beth Goergen, North Bend, OR 
 
IND235-1 Comment noted. 
  

 W-1029 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND236 Melinda Grant, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND236-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND236-2 See the response to IND1-1.   
IND236-3 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND236-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND236-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   Impacts to streams are addressed in 
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3. 
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IND237 Harriet Hodgkin, Melrose, FL 
 
IND237-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND237-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND237-3 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND237-4 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of 

the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “…U.S. natural gas 
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before 
considering the possibility of additional exports.”  Another 2012 
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the 
nation is “…projected to gain net economic benefits from 
allowing LNG exports.” 

IND237-5 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND237 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND237-6 See the response to IND-105. 
IND237-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.  Impacts to streams are addressed in 
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3. 

IND237-8 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND237-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND237-10 Comment noted. 
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IND238 Helen Lottridge, Chiloquin, OR 
 
IND238-1 See the responses to IND1-1, IND5-2, and IND6-1. 
IND238-2 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 

domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. 

IND238-3 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND239 Ann McMann, North Bend, OR 
 
IND239-1 Potential impacts of seismic activity on the Jordan Cove LNG 

terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3. 
IND239-2 As explained in section 4.13, it is highly unlikely that there would 

be an accident at the LNG terminal that would endanger the 
public.  In accordance with the regulations for implementing the 
NEPA, we do not have to analyze events that are not reasonable 
or foreseeable in the EIS. 

IND239-3 Existing medical facilities in Coos County are discussed in section 
4.9.1.6.  See response to IND239-2. 

  

 W-1034 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND239 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND239-4 See response to IND239-2. 
IND239-5 The effects that the influx of workers would have on local 

infrastructure during construction are discussed in section 4.9. 
Impacts to traffic are discussed in section 4.10.1.2. 
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IND240 Annette Bridges, Portland, OR 
 
IND240-1 Comment noted. 
IND240-2 We found that the adverse effects of the Project would be 

mitigated. 
IND240-3 Potential impacts from seismic activity on the Jordan Cove LNG 

terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3. 
IND240-4 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.  Impacts to streams are addressed in 
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3. 

IND240-5 Comment noted. 
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IND241 Kristine Cooper Cates, Camas Valley, OR 
 
IND241-1 Comment noted. 
IND241-2 The DEIS does not address public benefit, as it is not a decision 

document.  The Commission Order would make a determination 
of whether or not there is public need for the Project. 

IND241-3 See the response to comment IND6-1. 
IND241-4 Most Commission Orders are conditional.  Construction could not 

begin until all pre-construction conditions have been met.  This 
include staff review of final design and geotechnical 
investigations. 
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IND241-5 The Coast Guard is a cooperating agency in the analysis.  This 

issue is under its purview. 
IND241-6 The proposed Project includes measures to limit unauthorized 

access to the right-of-way. Note that it is not possible to cross 
between Malin and Coos Bay without crossing unpopulated areas 
and without crossing federal lands. 

IND241-7 See the recommendation in section 4.10.1.2 of the FEIS for a 
revised transportation impact analysis. 

IND241-8 Measures to control non-native species in ballast water for 
international shipping are governed by Coast Guard requirements 
and international treaties. 

IND241-9 See the discussion in section 2.7 of the EIS.  If Pacific Connector 
sought to abandon its pipeline on private land, it would have to 
file a new application with the FERC, and staff would conduct a 
separate environmental review for that action. 

IND241-10 Comment noted.  Cultural resource issues and communications 
with indigenous people are addressed in section 4.11. 
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IND242 Janet Stoffel, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND242-1 Potential impacts from a tsunami are addressed in section 4.2.1.3. 
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IND242 Continued, page 2 of 8 
 
IND242-2 Comment noted. 
IND242-3 As stated in section 1.1.1 of this EIS, we are incorporating the 

findings of the May 2009 FEIS for the import proposal into our 
current analysis where circumstances have not greatly changed.  
Because LNG vessel traffic in the Coos Bay navigation channel is 
similar in the export case, our original analysis of the Zones of 
Concern for the import proposal remains virtually unchanged.  
The analysis is summarized in section 4.13.6.3 of this EIS.  
Second, because an accident involving an LNG vessel in the 
channel is highly unlikely, as explained in section 4.13, the 
regulations for implementing the NEPA do not require us to 
consider events that are unreasonable or not forseeable. 
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IND242 Continued, page 3 of 8 
 
IND242-4 See section 4.13 for an assessment of safety risks. Table 4.13.9.2-

2 of the DEIS shows the various causes of outside force incidents 
on natural gas pipelines as recorded by the DOT between 1994 
and 2013.  Included in these statistics is “intentional” damage, 
which would include an attack.  As shown in table 4.13.9.2-2, 
there was one incident of intentional damage to natural gas 
pipelines during this time period, or 0.1 percent of all recorded 
incidents.  As the table shows, the risk of being killed in a motor 
vehicle accident are more than 20,000 times as great as from an 
accident involving natural gas or LNG. 

IND242-5 See response to IND107-4, -5, and -24. 
IND242-6 The entire EIS is a document that addresses the impact of the 

Project on the quality of the human environment, in compliance 
with the NEPA.  Section 4.13 addresses safety. 
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IND242 Continued, page 4 of 8 
 
IND242-7 As explained in section 4.9.1.6 of the EIS, Jordan Cove has 

executed an emergency plan MOU with the ODE, including a 
commitment to fund a fire station in the SORSC.  Section 4.9.2.6 
stated that Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency 
Response Plan, Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan, and Safety 
and Security Plan. 

IND242-8 This is a photo of the 2009 Cataño oil refinery fire in Puerto Rico.  
There have not been any "explosive LNG catastrophes" in Puerto 
Rico as the comment states. 
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IND242 Continued, page 5 of 8 
 
IND242-9 Emissions are described in section 4.12.1.1.  This analysis was 

conducted by the FERC, not Jordan Cove. 
IND242-10 The Air Quality discusses the emissions and includes tables 

showing 1-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour and yearly emissions for 
pollutants.    
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IND242 Continued, page 6 of 8 
 
IND242-11 Effects on the Coos Bay estuary are addressed in sections 4.4 and 

4.6.  Impacts would mostly be temporary or short-term. The 
Project would only take out about 31 (not 76) acres of estuarine 
habitat in Coos Bay for the Jordan Cove terminal facilities.  
Estuarine habitat in Coos Bay impacted by construction of Pacific 
Connector pipeline across Haynes Inlet would be restored after 
installation.  Jordan Cove's most recent Wetland Mitigation Plan 
was included with its CWA Section 404 permit application to the 
COE, filed with the FERC on April 17, 2015.  The mitigation plan 
calls for the creation of 7.7 acres of new eelgrass beds in Coos 
Bay, and the reestablishment of tidal flows within a 45 acre tract 
adjacent to Coos Bay at the former Kentuck Slough golf course 
now owned by Jordan Cove. 

IND242-12 Baseline data on the Coos Bay estuary is provided in sections 4.4 
and 4.6 of the EIS. 
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IND242 Continued, page 7 of 8 
 
IND242-13 Coos Bay averages 63 inches of rain per year.  That is not a 

drought.  Water needed for the terminal, and the sources for this 
water, are discussed in section 4.4.1.1.  Climate change is 
addressed in section 4.14.3.12. 
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IND242 Continued, page 8 of 8 
 
IND242-14 The U.S. Congress, which was elected by the people, decided to 

convey the power of eminent domain to private companies that 
receive a Certificate from the FERC when it passed section 7(h) 
of the NGA in 1947. As explained in the DEIS, the construction 
right-of-way would be restored after pipeline installation, and 
landowners would be compensated for any damages.  The EIS 
analyses environmental effects of the Project, not the need for the 
project.  The Commission will use the FEIS and other analyses for 
consider the need for the project, see section 1.3. 
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IND243 Betty McRoberts, Central Point, OR 
 
IND243-1 As stated in 1.4.4 of the EIS, both the upstream production of 

natural gas and its use downstream after LNG is shipped from the 
terminal are outside the scope of the EIS because those activities 
are not regulated by the FERC. 

IND243-2 There is no evidence that the Project would result in higher 
domestic natural gas prices.  See response to IND37-4.  The 
Commission would make a determination whether or not the 
Project would be in the public benefit in its Order issued after the 
FEIS is produced.   
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IND243 Continued, page 2 of 4 
 
IND243-3 There is no evidence that the Project would cause jobs to be lost.  

See section 4.9 of the EIS. 
IND243-4 The EIS is complete and understandable.  It includes 

recommendations for additional information that must be 
submitted before construction could begin. 

IND243-5 The proposed Project is not a logging project. 
IND243-6 Environmental justice concerns along the pipeline route are 

evaluated in section 4.9.2.9. Potential impacts to property values 
are assessed in section 4.9.2.3. 

IND243-7 Commercial and recreational fishing are discussed in section 4.9, 
and we find that effects to fishing boats would be temporary and 
short term. The sum of time that LNG vessels would be transiting 
within Coos Bay would be about 1.3 percent of daylight hours in a 
year. 
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IND243 Continued, page 3 of 4 
 
IND243-8 As stated in section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not 

establish safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by 
the DOT.  It is outside the authority of the FERC to revise or alter 
the DOT safety standards. 

IND243-9 Environmental justice is discussed in section 4.9. Issues 
considered outside the scope of this EIS, including the 
Department of Energy decision to permit natural gas export, are 
discussed in chapter 1. 

IND243-10 See our response to comment IND1-1. 
IND243-11 Potential impacts from seismic activity are discussed in section 

4.2. 
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IND243 Continued, page 4 of 4 
 
IND243-12 Section 4.8.1.3 of the EIS discusses recreation on federal lands.  

No decisions have been made concerning the proposed 
amendments to LMPs.  Changes are being considered consistent 
with the direction in the Energy Policy Act passed by Congress in 
2005.  No federally managed lands would be permanently closed 
to hunting or fishing as a consequence of the PCGP project. 
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IND244 Joyce and Paul Chapman, Shady Cove, OR 
 
IND244-1 Comment noted. 
IND244-2 See the response to IND38-5.  The Commission Order (not the 

EIS) would determine whether or not there is a public benefit 
from the Project. 

IND244-3 As explained in section 4.13, it is highly unlikely that the pipeline 
would explode or cause a fire.  The DOT, not the FERC, sets 
HCA.  Potential impacts from seismic activity are discussed in 
section 4.2.  Section 4.4 addresses water resources, section 4.5 
discusses timber, and section 4.6 deals with wildlife. 

  

 W-1051 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND244 Continued, page 2 of 4 
 
IND244-4 Pacific Connector proposes to cross under the Rogue River at 

great depth using an HDD, to avoid impacts on water sources for 
the communities of Shady Cove and Medford, and also avoid 
impacts on river habitat and associated species, as explained in 
sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6.  As indicated in section 4.13, it is highly 
unlikely that the pipeline would explode or cause a fire.  Pacific 
Connector has produced an Emergency Response Plan, Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan, and Safety and Security Plan.  
In addition, DOT safety regulations require the pipeline company 
to coordinate with local responders.  Pacific Connector would 
provide appropriate training to local emergency service providers 
before putting the pipeline into service. 
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IND244 Continued, page 3 of 4 
 
IND244-5 The Pacific Connector pipeline would transport natural gas in a 

vapor state, not LNG.  The pipeline would cross under the Rogue 
River at great depth using an HDD, and would not be susceptible 
to flooding.  See response to IND244-4. 

IND244-6 See Pacific Connector's Groundwater Supply Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan (filed with the application and available on 
elibrary). If monitoring determined after construction that there 
has been an effect to groundwater supply (either yield or quality), 
Pacific Connector would provide a temporary supply of water, 
and if determined necessary, would replace the affected supply 
with a permanent water supply.  Mitigation measures would be 
coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the 
landowner’s specific needs.  In addition, during easement 
negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on 
siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance 
between the pipeline and any springs or wells.   

IND244-7 Impacts on waterbodies are discussed in section 4.4.  Pipeline 
safety and risks are discussed in section 4.13.  The incident in San 
Bruno occurred along an older, non-jurisdictional pipeline that 
was regulated by the State of California, not the FERC. 
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IND245 Dr. Jan Hodder, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND245-1 Alternatives to the proposed action are presented in Chapter 3 of 

the EIS. 
IND245-2 The DEIS is not a decision document, and does not justify the 

Project.  The Project has not yet been authorized.  The 
Commission would determine if there is a need for the Project in 
an Order that would be issued after the FEIS is produced. 

IND245-3 Chapter 3 of the EIS explains why LNG terminals on the East and 
Gulf Coasts would not meet the objectives of the Project.  Our 
discussion of the Oregon LNG project in section 3.2.2.4 of the 
DEIS concludes that it may also meet the project objectives.  The 
effects of the Oregon LNG proposal would be analyzed in a 
separate EIS. 
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IND245 Continued, page 2 of 4 
 
IND245-4 The impacts of building and operating the South Dunes Power Plant are 

analyzed in this EIS.  See section 3.3.2.3 for a discussion of alternative electric 
power sources. 

IND245-5 The multi-user facility is no longer being considered.  The proposed action 
under this NEPA analysis includes a single-use slip and access channel that 
solely supports LNG operations. The 800-foot slip width would be needed in 
order to be able to move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of 
the slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities that might 
threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth.  Having the 800 foot slip width 
provides the flexibility needed for tugs to move the LNG vessel away from a 
hazard at the terminal or at the LNG loading dock to the relative safety of the 
west side of the slip.  All references to a multi-purpose facility, mixed-use 
facility and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other supporting 
documents have been deleted from the FEIS. 

IND245-6 There is no western berth proposed, and Henderson Marsh would not be 
impacted.  See response to IND245-5. 

IND245-7 As explained in section 2.2.5, another company, Principal Power, is proposing 
to stage the construction of wind turbines on the west side of the Jordan Cove 
marine slip, and that action may impact Henderson Marsh.  The Principal Power 
action is independent and separate from the Jordan Cove LNG terminal.  The 
Principal Power proposal has not yet been funded or approved by the 
appropriate agencies (it does not need FERC approval).  The environmental 
impacts of the Principal Power proposal are considered in this EIS under the 
Cumulative Impacts section at 4.14. 

IND245-8 The Coast Guard would be responsible for the safe use of the waterway.  See 
response to IND242-4. 

IND245-9 The EIS does include an analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.  
See the discussion in section 1.4, and the discussion of cumulative impacts in 
section 4.14. 

IND245-10 The Jordan Cove Project does not include additional dredging of the Coos Bay 
navigation channel.  As explained in section 2.2.5, the potential deepening and 
widening of the navigation channel is an action proposed by the Port, and is 
separate and not related to the Jordan Cove proposal. 

IND245-11 See the response to comment IND1-1. 
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IND245 Continued, page 3 of 4 
 
IND245-12 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND245-13 We disagree.  The proposed action as described in chapter to is 

complete and accurate. 
IND245-14 We disagree.  Adequate information about the effects of pipeline 

installation across the Coos Bay estuary is provided in section 
4.4.2.2.  Estimated turbidity levels generated when installing the 
pipeline across Haynes Inlet are discussed in section 4.6.2.3 (note 
the modeling results).  Section 4.9.2.8 states the crossing area in 
Haynes Inlet would mostly avoid oyster beds; however, it also 
states that the crossing method (open cut) may result in turbidity 
that could affect commercial oyster beds.  Additionally see 
responses to CO39-49, -51, -53, and -54. 

IND245-15 Turbidity measurements in Coos Bay are discussed in sections 
4.4.2.1, 4.4.2.2, 4.6.2.2, and 4.6.2.3. 

IND245-16 The text in section 4.2.1.3 in this FEIS has been modified to now 
read: "The tsunami generated by the 2011 Tokohu earthquake did 
cause damage to one LNG terminal in Japan (the Minato Gas 
Plant).  The low lying LNG terminal is located in Sendai and was 
not well protected from tsunami inundation.  Even though it was 
subjected to inundation depths of 4 meters, there was no damage 
to the LNG tanks, no release of LNG, and no safety hazard was 
reported.  The Jordan Cove LNG terminal would be both elevated 
and well protected by tsunami berms." 
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IND245 Continued, page 4 of 4 
 
IND245-17 We disagree.  The EIS contains a complete description of the 

affected environment.  Section 1.4 of the EIS explains how it is 
organized.  Our text reads: "The EIS describes the affected 
environment as it currently exists, discusses the environmental 
consequences of the Project, and compares the Project's potential 
impacts to a reasonable range of alternatives."  While there are no 
headings that say "Affected Environment or Current Conditions," 
the current conditions are discussed at considerable length for 
each resource in chapter 4.  As stated in section 1.4.4, the EIS 
does not contain information about the extraction, production, or 
gathering of natural gas, because those activities are not regulated 
by the FERC. 

IND245-18 A supplemental DEIS is not necessary.  The FERC staff 
considered all comments received up until the time the FEIS was 
written and produced.  Although this was months after the 
applicants filed the studies the DEIS requested prior to the end of 
the comment period, in fact during that time we received virtually 
no comments on those additional reports or data. 
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IND246 Corin Whittmore, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND246-1 See the responses to IND1-5 and IND1-6.  
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IND247 Michael Graybill 
 
IND247-1 See the response to IND245-5. 
IND247-2 The Executive Summary is just that, a summary.  The analysis is 

in the body of the DEIS. The statement in the Executive Summary 
is supported by the analysis in section 3.2.2.4. 

IND247-3 See the response to IND245-5 and the explanation in section 
3.3.2.2 of the EIS. 

IND247-4 The FERC will not be issuing a supplemental DEIS.  It is typical 
and common for some studies to be completed both after an EIS is 
finished, and after the Commission has issued an Order.  The EIS 
recommends a condition for the Order that states that construction 
cannot begin until after applicable federal authorizations, 
including a BO from the Services and finding on aircraft hazards 
by the FAA, have been obtained. 
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IND247 Continued, page 2 of 16 
 
IND247-5 No non-jurisdictional, non-LNG related commercial berth is 

proposed at the Jordan Cove terminal.  See response to IND245-5. 
IND247-6 The EIS is not a decision document, and will not make a finding 

of public interest.  See responses to IND3-1 and CO1-5.  
IND247-7 See response to IND247-5. 
IND247-8 Alternatives to the Project, including siting the terminal, are 

evaluated in chapter 3.  See the discussion for Oregon LNG in 
3.2.2.4, which concludes that this alternative could also meet the 
project objectives.  However, the effects of the Oregon LNG 
proposal are being analyzed in a separate EIS.  The FERC's 
historic practice is to evaluate each proposed project on its own 
merits and let the market influence which of the approved projects 
is built, if any. 
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IND247 Continued, page 4 of 16 
 
IND247-9 Chapter 1 is an introduction.  A listing of laws, regulations, and 

agency approvals is appropriate as background for an 
environmental analysis.  The proposed action and project facilities 
are described in detail in chapter 2.   

IND247-10 The title of the referenced table is correct. 
IND247-11 Comment noted.  The length of this section is necessary to convey 

appropriate information. 
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IND247 Continued, page 5 of 16 
 
IND247-12 We disagree.  The EIS contains a detailed analysis of the 

environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the 
South Dune Power Plant.  There is no non-LNG commercial berth 
at the Jordan Cove terminal; see response to IND245-5. 

IND247-13 Alternatives are discussed in chapter 3 of the EIS 
IND247-14 There is no non-LNG commercial berth at the Jordan Cove 

terminal; see response to IND245-5. 
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IND247 Continued, page 6 of 16 
 
IND247-15 Alternatives to electric power are discussed in section 3.3.2.4. 
  

 W-1065 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND247 Continued, page 7 of 16 
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IND247-16 The FERC is not going to release a supplemental DEIS.  The EIS 

is a science-driven document that analyzes the environmental 
effects of the proposed LNG facilities, the associated 232-mile 
natural gas pipeline, and the amendments to Forest Service and 
BLM plans that are needed to allow the pipeline to cross federal 
land.  The EIS was written and edited by FERC staff, federal 
cooperating agencies, and our expert contractors.  The length of 
the document is appropriate to address complex environmental 
issues.  It complies with the regulations implementing the NEPA 
at 40 CFR 1500-1508. 

IND247-17 The FERC is a regulatory agency. The EIS is an objective 
document, written by environmental experts.  The DEIS was 
revised in the FEIS.  Alternatives are discussed in chapter 3. The 
EIS is not a decision document.  No decision has been made about 
this Project yet. 
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IND247 Continued, page 11 of 16 
 
IND247-18 See the response to IND245-5. 
IND247-19 Henderson Marsh would not be affected by the proposed Jordan 

Cove Project. 
IND247-20 The Jordan Cove Project no longer proposes a berth for non-LNG 

commercial ships.  
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IND247 Continued, page 12 of 16 
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IND247 Continued, page 13 of 16 
 
IND247-21 Chapter 5 is the staff conclusions referenced in 18 CFR 380.7, and 

includes the recommended mitigation measures referenced in 
380.7c.  Alternatives are compared in chapter 3. 

IND247-22 We disagree.  The recommended conditions in chapter 5 are 
appropriate for a complex LNG project.  Alternatives are 
compared in chapter 3. 
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IND247 Continued, page 14 of 16 
 
IND247-23 Alternatives are compared in chapter 3 of the EIS. 
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IND248 Marilyn Bailey, Ashland, OR 
 
IND248-1 Water quality and the Project's effects on the bay are discussed in 

section 4.4.2.  Safety is addressed in section 4.13. 
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IND249 Kerry Holman, Port Orford, WA 
 
IND249-1 This is a real EIS; with effects on wildlife discussed in section 

4.6.  Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3. 
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IND250 Margaret Ryan, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND250-1 There is no contradiction.  The DOE would decide on the public 

need to export LNG.  The FERC would decide on the public 
benefit of constructing and operating the terminal and the 
associated natural gas pipeline.  See response to comment IND3-
4.   

IND250-2 There is no pre-determined outcome.  The Commission has not 
yet made a decision whether or not to authorize the Project.  
Alternatives, including alternative ports for a terminal, are 
discussed in chapter 3.  As stated in section 3.2.2.4, the Oregon 
LNG Project can meet many of the objectives of the Jordan Cove 
Project.  The section also states that the FERC has not yet 
produced an EIS for the Oregon LNG projects. 

IND250-3 See response to comment IND245-16. 
IND250-4 The EIS meets the requirements of the CEQ regulations 

implementing the NEPA.  See response to comment IND226-7. 
IND250-5 It is typical and common for some studies to be completed both 

after an EIS is finished, and after the Commission has issued an 
Order.  See response to comment IND245-18. 
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IND251 Christine Frazer, Eugene, OR 
 
IND251-1 The EIS concludes that adverse impacts on resources can be 

mitigated.  The Project would not be an environmental disaster.  
Impacts on forest are discussed in section 4.5.  Private landowner 
rights would not be violated.  See section 4.9 of the EIS, and the 
response to IND38-5. 
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IND252 Peg Martin 
 
IND252-1 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND252-2 See response to IND1-1. 
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IND253 Katherine E.E. Hunt, Eugene, OR 
 
IND253-1 No pipeline has been started to Coos Bay.  The Project is still 

undergoing review, and has not yet been approved.  Section 4.4 of 
the EIS addresses impacts on waterbodies. 
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IND254 Edgar E. Grant, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND254-1 Comment noted. 
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IND255 Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR 
 
IND255-1 The EIS does not make a finding about the need for the Project.  

The Commission would make such a determination in its Project 
Order.  See response to comments IND3-2 and 3-4.  During 
construction, the Project would result in thousands of jobs, as 
discussed in section 4.9. 

IND255-2 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND255-3 See the response to IND1-5. 
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IND256 Elizabeth P., Roseburg, OR 
 
IND256-1 Comment noted. 
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IND257 Debra Sheetz, Ashland, OR 
 
IND257-1 Comment noted. 
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IND258 Vince Lang, Azalea, OR 
 
IND258-1 See response to IND2-8. 
IND258-2 See the response to IND1-5. 
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IND259 John Clarke, Winston, OR 
 
IND259-1 The attached letter/contract is from 2007, when the Project was 

first conceived as an LNG import project.  The agreement as 
shown in the letter called for Jordan Cove to purchase 
transportation services on the Coos County pipeline, which means 
that the Coos County pipeline would transport imported natural 
gas away from the LNG import terminal.  Jordan Cove is no 
longer proposing an LNG import terminal.  For the current 
proposed LNG export terminal, all natural gas supply to the 
Jordan Cove terminal would be provided by the Pacific Connector 
Pipeline. 

IND259-2 See the response to the previous comment. 
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IND260 Gary Young, Portland, OR 
 
IND260-1 Comment noted. 
IND260-2 Comment noted. 
IND260-3 Comment noted. 
IND260-4 Comment noted. 
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IND261 Roxann Prazniak, Eugene, OR 
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IND261-1 Comment noted. 
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IND262 Douglas Roberts, Tiller, OR 
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IND262-1 The Project includes a wide assortment of mitigation measures.  

Many (such as road decommissioning and fish habitat restoration) 
have been used for years and are well-researched (see section 
4.6).  The Project includes timing restriction to avoid disturbance 
during nesting, see section 4.6.1.1 for disturbance and avoidance 
measures associated with the LNG terminal and section 4.6.1.2 
for disturbance and avoidance measures associated with the 
pipeline.  Both plants and animals live in a dynamic, ever-
changing environment due to natural and human-caused 
disturbance and natural growth cycles.  Over time species do 
move as suitable habitats disappear or become available. 

IND262-2 Measures to control weeds are discussed in section 4.5.1.1 for the 
terminal and section 4.5.1.2 for the pipeline; also see section 
4.5.1.3 for measures on federal lands.  The Project does not 
propose to use funds from timber sales to achieve the goals of the 
EIS.  Measures to reduce impacts on the PCT are discussed in 
section 4.8.1.2.  The Project does not include fracking; see 
response to IND6-1. 
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IND263 Elizabeth Snyder, Talent, OR 
 
IND263-1 The Project involves the transportation of natural gas, not oil. 
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IND264 Nolan D. Lloyd, North Bend, OR 
 
IND264-1 See response to IND226-7.  
IND264-2 The Project's purpose is discussed in section 1.3. We do not agree 

that it is too narrowly defined. 
IND264-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND264-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND264-5 The risks to the pipeline from earthquakes are discussed in section 

4.2.2.2. 
IND264-6 Impacts on the communities of Coos Bay and North Bend are 

evaluated in section 4.9. 
  

 W-1102 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND264 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND264-7 According to the Tsunami Hydrodynamic Modeling report 

prepared for the Jordan Cove project the workforce housing 
complex would not be located within the tsunami inundation area.  
See Figure 8 in the Technical Memorandum Jordan Cove LNG 
Facility Tsunami Hydrodynamic Modeling, prepared by Coast & 
Harbor Engineering, filed with FERC on October 1, 2013 
(Accession No. 20131001-5147).  
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IND265 Randy W. Kephart, Myrtle Creek, OR 
 
IND265-1 Comment noted.   
IND265-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND266 Jeff Kassman, Ashland, OR 
 
IND266-1 Comment noted. Risks to people are discussed in section 4.13. 
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IND267 Eugene Scott, Myrtle Creek, OR 
 
IND267-1 Comment noted. 
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IND268 Patricia Ann Watterson, Azalea, OR 
 
IND268-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND268-2 The Project effects on these resources are discussed in the 

applicable sections in chapter 4 of the DEIS.  For example, see 
section 4.2.1.3 for seismic-related hazards at the Jordan Cove site 
and section 4.2.2.2 for seismic and landslide hazards related to the 
pipeline.  Effects to wildlife are addressed in section 4.6 and 
vegetation in section 4.5.  Socioeconomic issues are discussed in 
section 4.9 and safety issues in section 4.13. Also see the response 
to IND1-2 concerning leaks. 

IND268-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND268-4 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND268-5 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND268-6 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND268-7 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND268-8 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND268-9 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.  Impacts to streams are addressed in 
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3. 

IND268-10 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND269 Randy W. Kephart, Myrtle Creek, OF 
 
IND269-1 Comment noted. 
IND269-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND270 Mickael, San Clemente, CA 
 
IND270-1 See the response to IND1-6. 
IND270-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND270-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND271 Jane Mara, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND271-1 See responses to IND1-1, IND2-1, and IND37-3.  Safety is 

addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS, and jobs are discussed in 
section 4.9. 
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IND272 Marcella and Alan Laudani,  
 
IND272-1 See response to IND3-4. 
IND272-2 The alternatives are compared in chapter 3, not in chapter 5 in an 

EIS prepared by the FERC. 
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IND272 Continued, page 2 of 12 
 
IND272-3 According to §380.7 (b),a FERC EIS should include " Any 

alternative to the proposed action that would have a less severe 
environmental impact or impacts and the action preferred by the 
staff;"  Refer to chapter 3 for this analysis.  Many of the 
alternatives considered in chapter 3 would not meet the purpose of 
the Project, others would not provide offer significant 
environmental benefits compared to the Proposed Action.  The 
exception is the proposed Oregon LNG Project, as stated in 
chapter 3.   

IND272-4 See chapter 3 for an objective description of the alternatives. 
IND272-5 In a separate docket, the FERC intends to produce an EIS 

analyzing the proposed Oregon LNG Project sometime in the 
future, as stated in chapter 3.   
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IND272-6 Alternatives are compared in chapter 3, not chapter 5 in a FERC 

EIS. 
IND272-7 See responses to IND1-1 and IND2-3. 
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IND272-8 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND272-9 As explained in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS, the construction 

right-of-way would be restored after pipeline installation, and 
landowners would be compensated for any damages.  We suggest 
you address protection of your septic system during negotiations 
with Pacific Connector. 

IND272-10 Bald eagles are protected by law. Section 4.6 addresses impacts 
on wildlife and birds.  Pacific Connector filed a draft Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan. 
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IND272 Continued, page 8 of 12 
 
IND272-11 The applicant is responsible for identifying where blasting would 

be required to construct the pipeline.  The information in the 
DEIS provided by the applicant will be reviewed by all the 
agencies that have authority over blasting operation. 

IND272-12 It is not likely that excavation of a shallow trench would have 
negative impacts on a deep aquifer.  However, in its Groundwater 
Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan,  Pacific Connector states 
that should it be determined after construction that there has been 
an effect to groundwater supply (either yield or quality), Pacific 
Connector would provide a temporary supply of water, and if 
determined necessary, would replace the affected supply with a 
permanent water supply.  Mitigation measures would be 
coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the 
landowner's specific needs.  In addition, during easement 
negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on 
siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance 
between the pipeline and any springs or wells.     

IND272-13 See response above. 
IND272-14 The text has been revised. 
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IND272-15 See response to IND272-12. 
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IND272 Continued, page 10 of 12 
 
IND272-16 The alignment sheets, which are not included with the DEIS, are 

aerial photo-based and are at a scale that shows individual 
structures; therefore structures near the HHD site appear on the 
alignment sheets.  As stated in section 4.12.2.4, the closest 
residence to the eastern end of the Rogue River HDD section is 
340 ft. the closest residence to the western end of the Rogue River 
HDD section is 740 ft. Measure to reduce noise from the drilling 
are discussed in that section. 
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IND272 Continued, page 11 of 12 
 
IND272-17 Comment noted. 
IND272-18 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND272 Continued, page 12 of 12 
 
IND272-19 We disagree.  The potential impacts from seismic activity is 

addressed in section 4.2.  See response to IND1-1. 
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IND273 Diane M. Crawford, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND273-1 Comment noted. 
IND273-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND274 John V. Allicott, Eugene, OR 
 
IND274-1 Comment noted.  Earthquakes and tsunamis are addressed in 

section 4.2 of the EIS. 
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IND275 Joanna Castro, Creswell, OR 
 
IND275-1 Comment noted.  The EIS concludes that adverse impacts on 

resources could be mitigated; therefore the Project should not 
destroy natural and ecological values.  Impacts on water are 
discussed in section 4.4.  Impacts on vegetation in section 4.5.  
See response to IND1-1 and IND6-1. 
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IND276 Maya Watts, North Bend, OR 
 
IND276-1 Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the 

Pacific Coast of the United States can be found in section 10.3.4 
of Resource Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 
application to the FERC.  Jordan Cove’s application in Docket 
No. CP13-483-000 is a public document that can be viewed in 
electronic format on the internet through the eLibrary system of 
the FERC’s webpage (www.ferc.gov).  As stated in section 3.3.1 
of the DEIS, our detailed analysis of potential West Coast 
alternative ports was included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 
FEIS for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in 
Docket CP07-444-000.  This document is also available for public 
viewing through the FERC webpage. 

IND276-2 The EIS analyzes very complex issues.  These include the LNG 
terminal, the 232-mile pipeline, and federal land management 
plan amendments. 
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IND276 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND276-3 The CHE study is available on the FERC's eLibrary, filed under 

CP13-480-000.  In particular, see the response to FERC's data 
request for additional information files on November 27, 2013. A 
return period, also known as a recurrence interval (sometimes 
repeat interval) is an estimate of the likelihood of an event, such 
as an earthquake, flood or a river discharge flow to occur.  It is a 
statistical measurement typically based on historic data denoting 
the average recurrence interval over an extended period of time, 
and is usually used for risk analysis (e.g., to design structures to 
withstand an event with a certain return period).   
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IND277 Sharon Rickman, Vancouver, WA 
 
IND277-1 The EIS does not make a finding of public benefit; that discussion 

would be in the Commission Order, see section 1.3 of the EIS.   
IND277-2 Effects to threatened species are discussed in section 4.7.  Water 

quality is discussed in section 4.6. 
IND277-3 See the responses to IND1-1 and IND6-1.  Natural gas is the 

cleanest burning fossil fuel, and produces less pollutants than 
burning coal. 

IND277-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND277-5 See the responses to IND1-1 and IND6-1.  Natural gas is the 

cleanest burning fossil fuel, and produces less pollutants than 
burning coal. 
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IND278 Dawn R. Granger, Charleston, OR 
 
IND278-1 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2 
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IND279 Dana P. and Roshanna Stone, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND279-1 See response to IND1-6. 
IND279-2 The intent of the pipeline is to transport natural gas from 

Canadian and Rocky Mountain supplies to the Jordan Cove 
terminal where it would be liquefied to LNG for shipments to 
markets around the Pacific Rim. 
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IND279 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND279-3 The project analyzed in the 2009 FEIS was never built; therefore, 

no mitigation was implemented.  The Project analysis began with 
the application to build an export terminal and associated pipeline. 

IND279-4 If the Commission decides to authorize this Project, staff would 
not allow construction to begin until after all pre-construction 
mitigation measures have been implemented. 

IND279-5 As disclosed in section 4.2.2.2, there are areas with greater 
landslide risk. We have recommended a condition that would 
require Pacific Connector to have a professional develop final 
monitoring protocols at landslide areas not previously examined. 

IND279-6 Many domestic water supply wells are not registered or identified 
in publicly available state databases, and therefore not all wells in 
the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have been identified.  This is 
explained in section 4.4.1.2 of the draft EIS.  Pacific Connector 
would verify exact locations of water supply wells, springs, and 
seeps during easement negotiations with landowners.  We have 
recommended a condition that would require Pacific Connector to 
file a revised Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan prior to construction that identified all wells, springs, and 
water supplies within 150 feet of the pipeline. 

IND279-7 Compliance with federal safety standards is administered by 
DOT, not FERC. 
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IND279-8 The Commission will determine if the Project is in the public 

interest in its Order. 
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IND280 Deborah Leff, Medford, OR 
 
IND280-1 The EIS does not make a finding of public benefit; the 

Commission would discuss that in its Project Order.  Safety is 
addressed in section 4.13.  The DEIS concluded that adverse 
impacts on specific resources could be mitigated, so that the 
Project would not destroy the local ecology. 
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IND281 Tara Hanson, Canyonville, OR 
 
IND281-1 The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project 

would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.  
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’ 
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we 
recommend in the EIS.  See response to comment IND38-5. 
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IND282 Anne Stine, Ashland, OR 
 
IND282-1 Comment noted. 
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IND283 Trish Haas, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND283-1 The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project 

would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.  
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’ 
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we 
recommend in the EIS.  See response to comments IND1-1, 
IND6-1, and IND38-5.  A 2012 report for the DOE found that the 
nation is “…projected to gain net economic benefits from 
allowing LNG exports.” 

  

 W-1137 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND284 Dee Packard, Portland, OR 
 
IND284-1 We are analyzing this Project because Jordan Cove and Pacific 

Connector filed applications with the FERC to build an LNG 
export terminal and associated natural gas pipeline.   No 
environmental rules would be exempted.  The protection of 
wildlife is discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS, and forests in 
section 4.5.  Air quality is addressed in section 4.12.  FERC 
jurisdictional natural gas transmission pipelines rarely leak 
methane; and if they do, the amount leaked is very small.   

IND284-2 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. 

IND284-3 The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project 
would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.  
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’ 
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we 
recommend in the EIS.    The land does not “belong to all of us;” 
68 percent of the pipeline route would cross lands owned by 
private individuals or entities. 

IND284-4 In its Order, the Commission would decide whether or not this 
Project is for the public good. 

  

 W-1138 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND285 Chris Andreea, Troutdale, OR 
 
IND285-1 The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project 

would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.  
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’ 
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we 
recommend in the EIS.  Safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the 
EIS.  
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IND286 Sandra Duncan, Talent, OR 
 
IND286-1 The Rogue River valley is not pristine.  Its environment has been 

modified by human activities for thousands of years.  See 
response to comment IND6-1.   
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IND287 Renee Cote, Wolf Creek, OR 
 
IND287-1 Potential impacts on the Oregon Womens Land Trust Farm are 

discussed in section 3.4.2.7 of the EIS.  Jobs are discussed in 
section 4.9.  The EIS addresses impacts on forests in section 4.5, 
fish and wildlife in section 4.6, potential seismic activity in 4.2, 
and safety in 4.13.  The Commission would determine public 
benefits in the Project Order.  See response to comment IND1-1. 
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IND288 Sarita Lief, Springfield, OR 
 
IND288-1 The EIS pays attention to consequences and impacts on the 

environment and residents in the project area. 
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IND289 Carol Sanders, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND289-1 See the response to IND3-4. 
IND289-2 The Commission would determine public interest and need in its 

Project Order. 
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IND289 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND289-3 See the response to IND1-1.  Se the analysis of pollutants likely to 

be released by the Jordan Cove facilities in section 4.12. 1.1. 
IND289-4 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 

domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. 
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IND290 Robert O. Clarke, Tenmile, OR 
 
IND290-1 Detailed maps of the proposed pipeline route are located in 

Appendix C to the EIS.  The attached report was considered when 
making revisions to the FEIS.  Landslide risks are described in 
section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS. 

IND290-2 Pacific Connector would first seek a negotiated mutual agreement 
with landowners, so that eminent domain would be unnecessary.  
Pacific Connector would compensate landowners for damages, 
including loss of timber.  FERC has no role in this process. 
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IND290 Continued, page 2 of 9 
 
IND290-3 Comment noted. 
IND290-4 The DEIS analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed 

Project. Renewable energy production is beyond the scope of the 
FERC analysis. 
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IND290 Continued, page 3 of 9 
 
 
  

 W-1147 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND291 Gary Moore, Portland, OR 
 
IND291-1 Comment noted. 
  

 W-1148 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

 

IND292 Zack Culver, Yamhill, OR 
 
IND292-1 Comment noted. 
  

 W-1149 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND293 Jack, Portland, OR 
 
IND293-1 Comment noted. 
  

 W-1150 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND294 Jen Velinty, Florence, OR 
 
IND294-1 Waterbody crossings are discussed in section 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3 

of the EIS.  Potential impacts on private property and commercial 
fishing is addressed in section 4.9, recreation in section 4.8, 
transportation in 4.10, and aquatic resources in section 4.5. 
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IND295 Brenda Schweitzer, Talent, OR 
 
IND295-1 Impacts on federal lands are covered in section 4.1 of the EIS.  

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.  
Jobs and impacts on private property are discussed in section 4.9.  
See our response to comment IND6-1. 
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IND296 Ron Foord 
 
IND296-1 The Blue Ridge alternative and the corresponding portion of the 

proposed route are compared in section 3.4.2.2.   
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IND297 Nova and Ellen Lovell 
 
IND297-1 The Blue Ridge alternative and the corresponding portion of the 

proposed route are compared in section 3.4.2.2 using available 
(desk-top) data.   
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IND298 Scott McKay, Medford, OR 
 
IND298-1 The Commission would determine public benefits in its Project 

Order. 
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IND299 Paul Barker, Junction City, OR 
 
IND299-1 See the responses to IND1-4 for tsunami effects, IND1-3 for 

fracking, IND1-1 for GHG emissions.  Effects on forests are 
discussed in section 4.5 and streams in 4.4.1.1. 
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IND300 Robert and Jean Pollock, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND300-1 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 

domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  The 
Commission would determine public benefits in its Project Order.  
Jobs are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND300-2 See  responses to  IND1-1, IND1-3, and IND6-1. 
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IND301 Anonymous 
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IND301 Continued, page 2 of 4 
 

 W-1159 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND301 Continued, page 3 of 4 
 
IND301-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND301-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND301-3 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND301-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND301-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND301-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND301 Continued, page 4 of 4 
 
IND301-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7. 

IND301-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND302 Susan Delles, Rogue River, OR 
 
IND302-1 Comment noted.  The DEIS analyzes the environmental effects of 

the Proposed Action. It does not determine the need for the 
Project.  The Commission will evaluate the need based on the 
FEIS and other analyses. See section 1.3. 

IND302-2 The Commission would determine public interest in its Project 
Order.  Jobs are discussed in section 4.9 of this EIS. 

IND302-3 See response to IND3-4. 
IND302-4 Comment noted.  Information will be added to section 1.3. 
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IND302 Continued, page 2 of 26 
 
IND302-5 Alternatives are discussed in chapter 2.  The Oregon LNG project 

was identified as an alternative to the Project.  It is being analyzed 
in a separate EIS, as stated in chapter 3. 

IND302-6 All of the watershed analysis (WA) documents as well as the late-
successional reserve assessments (LSRA) were reviewed and 
updated with any changed conditions to ensure that the 
recommendations in these documents were still valid (e.g. see 
page 1-17 to 1-18 in Appendix J for a description of WA 
documents reviewed and sections 2.2.1.1, 2.2.2.1, and 2.3.2.1 of 
Appendix H for a description of the LSRA documents reviewed in 
the DEIS). 

IND302-7 While portions of the route can be finalized, generally the portions 
on federal land, much of the route is on private land and access 
has been denied for surveys.  Until surveys are completed the 
route cannot be finalized. 
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IND302 Continued, page 3 of 26 
 
IND302-8 There is no proposal by the BLM or Forest Service to amend the 

ACS guidelines.  An analysis of consistency with the ACS 
objectives is included in the DEIS in section 4.1.3.5 and in 
Appendix J.  The compensatory mitigation plans have been 
designed to meet ACS objectives (see section 2.1.4, and 
Appendices F and J of the DEIS).  The mitigation actions 
proposed have been tested and are known to be effective. These 
actions will also be monitored and the compensatory plans are 
designed to be "adaptive" so changes to the actions can be made if 
needed. 

IND302-9 There are assumptions in the NWFP that early seral forests in the 
LSR system will mature to late-seral forests over time (along with 
assumptions that natural disturbances like fire and insect 
outbreaks will also occur) and there is nothing in the DEIS that 
changes those assumptions. Although there are some early seral 
forests in the matrix lands proposed for reallocation to the LSR 
system, these lands also contain considerable late successional 
forests.  There would be approximately 10 acres of late-seral 
forests added to the LSR system for every acre of late seral forest 
that would be lost. So the mitigation is not relying on early seral 
forests maturing into late seral forests to maintain the amount of 
late seral habitat in the LSR system. 

IND302-10 The 15 yr. monitoring report for the NWFP identified stand 
replacement fire as the single greatest factor for the loss of LSOG 
habitat on Federal land.  The LSRAs for LSR 261 and 223 also 
recommended fuel reduction activities to reduce the risk of loss of 
LSOG habitat to stand replacement fire (see section 2.1.4, 4.1.3.6 
and appendices F and H of the DEIS). 

IND302-11 Mitigation has been designed watershed by watershed to 
compensate for impacts that would be caused by pipeline 
construction.  Although some mitigation actions may not be in the 
same subwatershed, viewing mitigation at a watershed scale is 
consistent with the ACS guidelines (see section 4.1.3.5 and 
appendices F and J of the DEIS). 
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IND302 Continued, page 4 of 26 
 
IND302-12 The short and long term effects of LWD placement are discussed 

in the DEIS and placements have been planned both inside and 
outside of the pipeline corridor (see section 2.1.4 of the DEIS). 

IND302-13 Impacts on the Coos Bay estuary are addressed in section 4.4 of 
the EIS.  Jordan Cove provided its most recent wetland mitigation 
plan in a filing with the FERC on February 17, 2015, and this plan 
would be reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) as 
part of its permitting process under the CWA. 

IND302-14 Potential impacts from pipeline construction on groundwater 
resources are discussed in section 4.4.1.2 of the EIS.  Pacific 
Connector developed a Groundwater Supply Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan.  We have recommended that the plan be revised 
to identify all wells within 150 feet of the construction right-of-
way, and outline measures to protect those wells, or mitigate 
impacts. 

IND302-15 It is not guesswork.  We have monitored many projects where 
topographic contours were reestablished. 

IND302-16 We disagree.  The EIS clearly identifies the hydrostatic test water 
discharge locations (see table D3 in appendix D). 
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IND302 Continued, page 5 of 26 
 
IND302-17 We disagree; effects on waterbodies crossed by the pipeline 

would not be severe.  As the EIS clearly demonstrates, impacts on 
waterbodies would be temporary and short-term.  You have not 
presented any data to support your claim that water sources or 
points of diversion would be adversely affected. 

IND302-18 Project-related effects on Riparian Reserves would be minor 
within the context of watersheds crossed.  The federal land 
managing agencies assessed if the Project would impact ACS 
objectives.   

IND302-19 Wetlands are discussed in section 4.4.3.  See the recommendation 
requiring Jordan Cove to complete consultations with ODSL, 
ODEQ, and COE and file a final mitigation plan and for Pacific 
Connector to file additional information on how it classified high 
quality wetlands 

IND302-20 An open cut would add to turbidity; however, the pipeline  
construction would be in the fall and winter when turbidity is 
normally at its highest.  Fish and other aquatic organisms in the 
bay are adapted to these high levels of turbidity in the winter.  
Additionally see response to CO39-49, 51, 53 and 54. 
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IND302 Continued, page 6 of 26 
 
IND302-21 Comment noted. 
IND302-22 No, the proposed minor realignment in response to BLM's request 

at approximately MP 131.5 would not require a new road. See 
Pacific Connector's filed alignment sheets from January 20, 2015 
(FERC Accession No. 20150120-5154). 
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IND302 Continued, page 7 of 26 
 
IND302-23 Impacts to riparian reserves and consistency with the ACS 

guidelines, including proposed compensatory mitigation, are 
discussed in section 4.1.3.5 and Appendices F and J of the DEIS.  
The condition of the proposed matrix lands being proposed for 
reallocation including the location and amount of LSOG habitat is 
discussed in section 4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS. 

IND302-24 Pipeline locations considered affects to many resources and route 
adjustments and designs have been modified to reduce impacts to 
key resources.  Potential effects to the resources based on the 
current alignment was evaluated including section 4.6.2.3 for 
stream crossings.  Potential for problems with drilling under 
streams are low and detailed contingency plans are in place 
should there be any problems which include agency engagement 
should issues arise (Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan for 
Horizontal Directional Drilling Operations). As stated in section 
4.4.2.2, all stream crossings would be conducted during low flow 
periods and in accordance with state permits. 

IND302-25 The condition of the proposed matrix lands being proposed for 
reallocation, including the location and amount of LSOG habitat, 
is discussed in section 4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS.  The 
lands being proposed for reallocation are adjacent to or in the 
vicinity of the LSR lands that would be impacted by the pipeline 
and are expected to provide habitat for the same species found in 
the LSRs affected by the pipeline corridor.  The lands proposed 
for reallocation are comparable and have been identified by 
agency biologists familiar with these landscapes.  There would be 
no change to the designation of Tier 1 Key Watersheds as a result 
of the PCGP project. The amount of "incidental take" associated 
with each listed species from the construction of the pipeline will 
be determined by the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries in their 
Biological Opinions.  There would be no "incidental take" 
associated with the land reallocations since habitat would not be 
affected and would be put in a reserve allocation. 
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IND302 Continued, page 8 of 26 
 
IND302-26 Edge effects are discussed in section 4.6.1.2. As the DEIS notes, 

the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young trees grow 
along the edge (page 4-541).  There is no on-site mitigation for 
the fragmentation and edge effect that would be created by the 
maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation portion of the 
pipeline corridor.  These effects would remain for the life of the 
pipeline.  The BLM and Forest Service however have proposed 
off-site mitigations such as road decommissioning that would 
offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to 4-208 for a 
discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing effects of 
edge and fragmentation). There is no proposal by the BLM or 
Forest Service to exempt the proposed PCGP project from 
direction in the NWFP at C-17 for new developments in LSR. The 
mitigation actions proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have 
been designed so that overall the impact would be neutral or 
beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat within 
LSRs (see DEIS section 2.1.4, 4.1.3.6,  4.1.3.7, and Appendices F 
and H). 

IND302-27 Only 67 acres (not 90 acres) of forest would be cleared from the 
Jordan Cove terminal.  This would be a permanent impact.  
However, taken within the context of watershed scale this would 
not be considered a large habitat loss.  It would not change the 
ecosystem.  Jordan Cove would compensate for the loss of forest 
by acquiring a total 102 acres of coastal dune forest at three off-
site locations for preservation.  The LNG terminal would mostly 
be built on industrial or open lands.  Measures to prevent noxious 
weed infestations, or to treat an infestation if one already exists or 
developments, are included in section 4.5.1.1 for the terminal 
area. 
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IND302 Continued, page 9 of 26 
 
IND302-28 Comment noted. 
IND302-29 In the context of watershed scale, the clearing of vegetation along 

the pipeline route would not significant.  It would not decimate 
species for generations.  However, the clearing of forest would be 
a long-term impact, as it would take time for trees to grow back 
within the revegetated work areas.  It would be difficult to clear 
vegetation in the fall or winter, due to heavy rains and snow.  
Impacts on wildlife species are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  
Edge effects are addressed in section 4.6.1.2 

IND302-30 Impacts to LSRs and Riparian Reserves are addressed in the DEIS 
(see sections 4.1.3.5 and 4.1.3.6 of the DEIS).  Mitigation actions 
including creating additional snags in LSRs and Riparian 
Reserves is included in the compensatory mitigation plans (see 
section 2.1.4 of the DEIS). 
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IND302 Continued, page 10 of 26 
 
IND302-31 USFWS is responsible for enforcing the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act. They have been consulted on impacts to migratory birds, 
including raptors.  See the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan 
completed in consultation with the Service. Potential impacts to 
raptors are described in section 4.6.1.2 of the FEIS. 

IND302-32 Methods for determining bat presence within the project area are 
described in section 4.6.1.2, along with a discussion of impacts to 
bats. 

IND302-33 We disagree.  Mobil species would relocate to nearby similar 
habitats during project construction.  We believe the acquisition 
of replacement habitat would benefit wildlife.  As mentioned in 
section 4.4.1.1, Jordan Cove has developed a Spill Plan and Spill 
Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan that would 
protect the Coos Bay estuary and wildlife from adverse impacts 
and contain chemical and fuel spills.  It is highly unlikely that 
LNG vessel traffic in the waterway would have adverse impacts 
on birds. 
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IND302 Continued, page 11 of 26 
 
IND302-34 The applicants filed their Migratory Bird Conservation Plans on 

February 13, 2015. 
IND302-35 Those revisions were adopted, and are reflected in Table 4.8.1.2-

4.  The only requested categorization revision was to not consider 
mature oak woodlands to be Category 1. See personal 
communication with R. Owens on Feb. 15, 2009 in Appendix 3F 
to PCGPs RR3. 

IND302-36 Redoing the table on 4-519 would not change the fact that the 
information on local populations of these species between 1992 
and 2011 is not available.  The DEIS does not contain a table 
4.8.1.2-6.  We checked to see if the comment meant to refer to 
4.6.1.2-6, which does pertain to bird species, but this does not 
appear to be the table either.  If it meant to refer to table 4.6.1.2-7, 
then the response is that the table estimated the number of 
individual nesting bird pairs, not to species. 
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IND302 Continued, page 12 of 26 
 
IND302-37 Comment noted.  See section 4.4.2.1. 
IND302-38 NMFS is not a cooperating agency on this Project.  They are an 

intervener. In a letter dated March 24, 2015, the NMFS provided 
comments on the FERC’s February 24, 2015 BA.  Both the FWS 
and NMFS will issue their BOs following completion of the FEIS. 

IND302-39 Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found 
in 2.1.1.12.  As noted in 2.1.1.2, the Port has already obtained an 
easement for the channel for maintenance and operation. The 
channel has been dredged for decades.  The effects from dredging 
for this project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1. 

IND302-40 Olympia oysters are discussed in section 4.6.2.1. The DEIS 
acknowledges that the Project may adversely affect oysters in the 
bay.  The pipeline effects and mitigation are discussed in section 
4.6.2.3. 
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IND302 Continued, page 13 of 26 
 
IND302-41 Turbidity caused by construction of the pipeline across Haynes 

Inlet would have temporary and short-term impacts on aquatic 
resources, as discussed in section 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3. 

IND302-42 The applicant will supply annual reports following planting, 
which would occur the spring and summer after construction, on 
status.  The plan notes that actual contingency measures will be 
based on monitoring data and site circumstances as they occur.  
Additionally state and other federal permits will specify any 
changes needed in the current plan to meet acceptable 
environmental mitigation needs. 

IND302-43 The State of Oregon has not released a new evaluation since 2005. 
IND302-44 HDDs have been successfully completed under many rivers for 

many other projects.  The use of an HDD would avoid impacts on 
a river and its related aquatic habitat.  In the unlikely event of a 
frac-out, Pacific Connector developed a plan that would protect 
fish. 
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IND302 Continued, page 14 of 26 
 
IND302-45 Pacific Connector would implement measures during construction 

across streams that would reduce the potential for erosion along 
stream banks, as discussed in section 4.4.2.2. 

IND302-46 Temporary roads would, as stated in section 4.10.2.1, be removed 
and the land restored following use. 

IND302-47 On February 13, 2015, Pacific Connector filed its latest analysis 
to meet FWS guidance regarding stream channel risk (see 
GeoEngineers PCGP Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Addendum 
2015). 

IND302-48 See response to IND2-8. 
IND302-49 The effects of clearing vegetation for stream crossings, including 

effects on temperature, are discussed in section 4.6.2.3. 
IND302-50 The wood would come from clearing the right-of-way and new 

roads, as well as other on-going forest management activities. 
IND302-51 The DEIS does not state that the mitigation measures "cover all 

probabilities". The DEIS discloses the risks in Chapter 4 and 
identifies appropriate mitigation.  Impacts on EFH are discussed 
in section 4.6.2. 
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IND302 Continued, page 15 of 26 
 
IND302-52 The proposed acquisition of conservation easements cited on page 

4-625 of the DEIS is in error with respect to conservation 
easements for federal mitigation.  BLM and Forest Service have 
no plans to acquire conservation easements on private land.  The 
specific compensatory mitigation actions proposed by the BLM 
and Forest Service including road decommissioning are discussed 
in section 2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS. An OHV control 
plan is a part of attachment 19 to the plan of developments filed 
with Pacific Connector's 2013 application to FERC and OHV 
control is also discussed in section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS.   

IND302-53 Based on comments received from FWS we are considering 
changing our assessment of impacts on Pacific Fisher to “Likely 
to Adversely Affect.”  This would be reflected in a future 
addendum to the FERC BA. 

IND302-54 Comment noted. Impact to marbled murrelets and spotted owls 
are discussed in section 4.7.1.2. 
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IND302 Continued, page 16 of 26 
 
IND302-55 Pacific Connector has developed a Fish Salvage Plan. 
IND302-56 See the discussion of tsunami hazards in section 4.2.1.2.  See also 

the response to IND1-4. 
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IND302 Continued, page 17 of 26 
 
IND302-57 All of the west coast in the United States is subject to seismic 

activity.  This risk has not prevented development. Rather, local 
building codes are designed to prevent or limit major seismic 
damage.  Chile, which has experienced major earthquakes, has 
shown this is possible.  The criteria used by Jordan Cove to select 
its terminal location are discussed in section 3.3.1. 

IND302-58 See our responses to comments IND51-7 and IND245-16. 
IND302-59 Comment noted. The EIS includes requirements that the route be 

surveyed for unstable areas and the pipeline routed and/or 
designed accordingly. 
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IND301 Continued, page 18 of 26 
 
IND302-60 Soil limitations along the pipeline route are discussed in section 

4.3.2 of the EIS. 
IND302-61 See response to IND2-8. 
IND302-62 Seismic activity in the Klamath Basin, and measures Pacific 

Connector would implement to protect its pipeline are discussed 
in section 4.2.2.2.     

IND302-63 The incident at the Yellowstone River involved an old oil 
pipeline, not regulated by the FERC.  New welded steel FERC 
regulated pipelines are not likely to break or leak, as discussed in 
section 4.13.  The potential for stream scour is discussed in 
sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.4.2.2. 
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IND302-64 Blasting along the pipeline route is discussed in section 4.2.2.5. 
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IND302-65 In section 4.3.2.1, under “Contaminated Soils” associated with the 

Pacific Connector Pipeline Project,” the text reads: “…prior to 
using that yard, Pacific Connector would further investigate the 
status of this site with the ODEQ.”  In addition, Pacific Connector 
developed a Contaminated Substances Discovery Plan. 

IND302-66 Timber clearing methods, including yardings, are discussed in 
section 4.5.2.2. 

IND302-67 The DEIS in the section cited was a discussion of natural 
disturbance processes.  Logging and yarding are human 
disturbances.  The DEIS discusses logging, yarding, and other 
human disturbances, including effects on soils, on page 4-455. 
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IND302 Continued, page 21 of 26 
 
IND302-68 The Forest Service cumulative impacts paragraph on page 4-343 

was provided as part of a discussion on the proposed plan 
amendments for waiving detrimental soil condition thresholds on 
NFS lands.  BLM soil standards are not exceeded and so there are 
no proposed amendments for waiving soil standards for the BLM.   
Additional information regarding sensitive soils on both BLM and 
NFS lands will be provided in the FEIS.   

IND302-69 The total miles of road decommissioning proposed by the BLM 
and the Forest Service is summarized in Table 2.1.4-1 of the 
DEIS. 

IND302-70 The EIS discusses fire regimes in section 4.5.1.2.  Section 4.13 
discusses pipeline standards to minimize fire risk to forest lands. 
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IND302 Continued, page 22 of 26 
 
IND302-71 The BLM and Forest Service believe that silvicultural treatments 

such as stand density reduction, underburning, and pre-
commercial thinning would reduce the potential for large scale 
wild fires in the region.  Snag replacement in the right-of-way 
after pipeline installation would increase habitat for wildlife. 
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IND302 Continued, page 23 of 26 
 
IND302-72 See the response to IND1-5. 
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IND302 Continued, page 24 of 26 
 
IND302-73 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-3. 
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IND302 Continued, page 25 of 26 
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IND303 Thomas C. Burdett, North Bend, OR 
 
IND303-1 Comment noted. 
IND303-2 Comment noted. 
 

 W-1188 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 
 

IND304 Amy Levin, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND304-1 The power plant is discussed throughout the EIS.   
IND304-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND304-3 See the response to IND6-1. 
IND304-4 The Commission would consider the public benefit of the Project 

in its Order. 
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IND305 Augustin A. Moses, Renton, WA 
 
IND305-1 Comment noted. 
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IND306 Don Canavan, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND306-1 The EIS concludes that significant adverse ecological impacts can 

be mitigated.  Project safety is discussed in section 4.13. 
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IND307 Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR 
 
IND307-1 See the response to IND6-1. 
IND307-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND307-3 Keystone XL is an oil pipeline that is not regulated by the FERC.  

Jobs are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 
IND307-4 See the response to IND37-4. 
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IND307 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND307-5 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 

domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  See 
response to IND32-1. 

IND307-6 Comment noted. 
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IND308 Bruce Bauer, Medford, OR 
 
IND308-1 The EIS is very specific and not vague. 
IND308-2 See section 4.12.1.1 for detailed information on air pollution 

associated with pipeline construction and operation.  See section 
4.12.1.1 for detailed information on air pollution associated with 
the LNG terminal construction and operation.  Note that 
emissions would be well under federal air quality standards. 

IND308-3 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.   
IND308-4 The effects of earthquakes on the pipe are discussed in section 

4.2.2.2.   
IND308-5 HDD crossings of major rivers by pipelines at least 36-inches-in-

diameter have been done successfully many times before.  
IND308-6 Safety risks from reasonably foreseeable events are discussed in 

section 4.13 for the terminal, the LNG vessels, and the pipeline. 
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IND308 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND308-7 As discussed in section 4.13.6, LNG ships have been operating 

since 1959.  The safety record is discussed in section 4.13.6.1., 
Vessel Oversight in 4.13.6.2 and the waterway suitability in 
4.13.6.3. 

ND308-8 Employment is addressed in section 4.9.1.4.  If a pipeline break 
did occur, cleanup costs would be the responsibility of whomever 
was at fault.  

IND308-9 The proposed pipeline would transport natural gas, not tar sands 
oil. 

IND308-10 The EIS (not EIR) discusses greenhouse gas emissions in section 
4.14.3.12. 
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IND309 Howard R. Paine, Chiloquin, OR 
 
IND309-1 The Commission would not make a decision about this Project 

until the Order.  The EIS provides data to support the finding that 
significant adverse environmental impacts can be mitigated.  

IND309-2 The DEIS analyses the Proposed Project, the project scope is 
discussed in section 1.3 and 1.4.  This is not an EIS on methods to 
mitigate global warming.   
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IND309 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
IND309-3 Effects on listed species are discussed in section 4.7.  The FERC 

will not violate the ESA, because we have produced a BA for the 
Project, to be reviewed by the FWS and NMFS, who will produce 
Biological Opinions in accordance with the ESA.    

IND309-4 See the response to IND1. 
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IND309 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 
IND309-5 See the response to IND89-4. 
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IND309 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
 
 

 W-1199 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 
 

IND309 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
IND309-6 See the response to IND-6-2. 
IND309-7 The vapor analysis is presented in section 4.13.5.3.  FERC staff 

visited the proposed location for the LNG terminal several times, 
as mentioned in section 1.6. 

IND309-8 Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found 
in section 2.1.1.12.  The Coos Bay navigation channel has been 
dredged by the COE for decades without apparent harm to the 
estuary and its marine life.  The effects from dredging for this 
Project are addressed in sections 4.4.2.1, 4.6.2.2, and 4.6.2.3. 

IND309-9 The DEIS discloses the number of waterbodies that would be 
crossed or impacts (see sections 4.4 and 4.6) see the 
recommendations that Pacific Connector file stream crossing 
plans and designs before the end of the comment period. 

IND309-10 See the response to IND307-5. 
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IND309 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
IND309-11 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.   
IND309-12 Noise levels associated with the compressor station are addressed 

in section 4.12.2.4.  There is no "pumping station" associated with 
the Project. 

IND309-13 The Commission would make its decision whether or not to 
authorize the Project in its Order. 

IND309-14 The vapor analysis is presented in section 4.13.5.3.   
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IND310 Johanna Harman, Talent, OR 
 
IND310-1 The Commission would make its decision whether or not to 

authorize the Project in its Order. 
IND310-2 The EIS does not make any determinations about public interest.  

See responses to IND1-6, IND10-1, and IND52-2. 
IND310-3 The EIS addresses impacts on waterbodies in section 4.4. 
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IND310 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND310-4 The proposed Pacific Connector pipeline route does not cross 

Wagner Creek.  On stream temperatures, see response to IND2-9. 
IND310-5 Habitat fragmentation is addressed in section 4.6.1.2.  See 

response to IND6-1.  United States energy policy is developed by 
the President and Congress. 
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IND311 Connie J. Harris, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND311-1 See responses to IND38-1, IND307-5 and IND1-6. 
IND311-2 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.  
IND311-3 See response to IND309-8. 
IND311-4 See response to IND310-1. 
  

 W-1204 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND312 Hayward Webster, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND312-1 Potential impacts from a future predicted earthquake and tsunami 

on the terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1 of the EIS. The 
Pacific Connector pipeline would not threaten the environment 
and residents of the Oregon Coast.  Safety is addressed in section 
4.13.  The states of California and Washington have not turned 
down LNG projects; because only the FERC has the authority to 
site onshore LNG terminals.  See response to IND6-1 on fracking, 
which is not regulated by the FERC. 

IND312-2 See the response to IND307-5.  
IND312-3 United State energy policy is developed by the President and 

Congress. 
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IND313 Lorna Hayden, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND313-1 See the response to IND6-2.  We address the comments of Dr. 

Havens in section 4.13. 
IND313-2 The Project is privately funded, and would be at no expense to the 

American taxpayer.  The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day 
period for comments on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND314 Kyle Ward, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND314-1 See response to IND2-3. 
IND314-2 See response to IND2-3. 
IND314-3 See response to IND2-3. 
IND314-4 The pipeline would be installed beneath waterbodies and is not 

likely to obstruct them.  As stated in section 4.4.2.2, there are 
points of diversion for surface water use within 150 feet of the 
construction work area for various uses including domestic uses 
and fire suppression.  Pacific Connector would consult with the 
landowner if the point of diversion could not be avoided and 
identify an alternate location for the diversion prior to 
construction.  Should it be determined that there has been an 
impact on the water supply, Pacific Connector would work with 
the landowner to ensure a temporary supply of water, and if 
determined necessary, Pacific Connector would replace the 
affected water supply with a permanent water supply.  Mitigation 
measures would be specific to each property, and would be 
determined during landowner negotiations.  

IND314-5 As stated in Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not 
establish safety standards for pipelines; those standards are 
established by the DOT.  It is outside the authority of the FERC to 
revise or alter the DOT safety standards.  The DOT sets class 
locations for pipelines. 

IND314-6 As stated in section 2.4.2.1, Pacific Connector intends to exceed 
DOT requirements where possible, and bury its pipeline up to 36 
inches deep in Class 1 areas with normal soils and 24 inches deep 
in Class 1 areas with consolidated rock. 

IND314-7 See response to IND2-3. 
IND314-8 See response to IND2-3. 
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